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ADOPTING  FINDINGS  RELATED  TO  THE  CERTIFICATION  OF  A  FINAL  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  REPORT 
FOR  A  PROPOSED  OFFICE  PROJECT  AT  222  SECOND  STREET  WITH  430,650  GROSS  SQUARE  FEET  OF 
OFFICE  SPACE,  APPROXIMATELY  4,963  SQUARE  FEET  OF  GROUND-FLOOR  RETAIL  SPACE;  AND 
APPROXIMATELY  27,932  SQUARE  FEET  OF  PARKING  AREA  LOCATED  ON  TWO  BELOW  GROUND 
PARKING  LEVELS,  WITH  APPROXIMATELY  54  PARKING  SPACES,  WITH  THE  CAPACITY  FOR  80  VEHICLES 
WITH  VALET  PARKING. 

MOVED,  that  the  San  Francisco  Planning  Commission  (hereinafter  "Commission")  hereby  CERTIFIES  the 
Final  Environmental  Impact  Report  identified  as  Case  No.  2006.1106E,  222  Second  Street  (hereinafter 
"Project"),  based  upon  the  following  findings: 

1.  The  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,  acting  through  the  Planning  Department  (hereinafter 
"Department")  fulfilled  all  procedural  requirements  of  the  California  Environmental  Quality  Act 
(Cal.  Pub.  Res.  Code  Section  21000  et  seq.,  hereinafter  "CEQA"),  the  State  CEQA  Guidelines  (Cal. 
Admin.  Code  Title  14,  Section  15000  et  seq.,  (hereinafter  "CEQA  Guidelines")  and  Chapter  31  of  the 
San  Francisco  Administrative  Code  (hereinafter  "Chapter  31"). 

A.  The  Department  determined  that  an  Environmental  Impact  Report  (hereinafter  "EIR")  was 
required  and  provided  public  notice  of  that  determination  by  publication  in  a  newspaper  of 
general  circulation  on  January  27,  2010. 

B.  On  January  27,  2010  the  Department  published  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Report 
(hereinafter  "DEIR")  and  provided  public  notice  in  a  newspaper  of  general  circulation  of  the 
availability  of  the  DEIR  for  public  review  and  comment  and  of  the  date  and  time  of  the  Planning 
Commission  public  hearing  on  the  DEIR;  this  notice  was  mailed  to  the  Department's  list  of 
persons  requesting  such  notice. 
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Motion  No.  18166 
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A.  Will  result  in  a  significant,  project-specific  impact  at  the  intersection  of  Harrison/Second  Streets, 
which  would  contribute  to  a  roughly  16  percent  increase  in  left-turn  volumes  at  this  intersection 
with  resultant  increases  in  level  of  service  delays  that  would  constitute  a  significant  and 
unavoidable  impact  to  traffic;  and, 

B.  Will  make  considerable  contributions  to  future  2025  cumulative  traffic  growth  at  the  intersections 
of  Howard/Third  Streets;  Howard/New  Montgomery  Streets;  Folsom/Second  Streets; 
Harrison/Second  Streets,  which  is  considered  a  significant  and  adverse  impact. 

I  hereby  certify  that  the  foregoing  Motion  was  ADOPTED  by  the  Planning  Commission  at  its  regular 
meeting  of  August  12,  2010. 


Commission  Secretary 


AYES: 


Antonini,  Borden,  Lee,  Miguel,  Olague,  Sugaya 


NOES: 


Moore 


ABSENT: 


ADOPTED: 


August  12,  2010 
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SUMMARY 


A.  Project  Description 

The  project  sponsor.  TS  222  Second  Street.  L.P..  proposes  to  construct  a  26-story,  approximately 
350-foot-tall  office  tower  containing  approximately  430.650  square  feet  of  office  space,  at  the  southwest 
comer  of  Second  and  Howard  Streets  in  San  Francisco.  The  project  would  have  office  tises  on  floors  two 
through  26  and  approximateh  4.600  square  feet  of  retail  space  (assumed  herein  for  anah  sis  purposes  to 
be  occupied  by  restaurant  uses)  on  the  ground  le\  el.  The  ground  floor  would  also  have  approximateh 
8,750  square  feet  of  enclosed  publicly  accessible  "indoor  park"  space  to  meet  the  project's  Planning  Code 
open  space  requirement,  the  building  lobb} .  a  loading  dock  \\ith  two  ofif-street  freight  loading  spaces  and 
one  (smaller)  sen  ice  \  ehicle  space,  and  building  support  space,  including  trash  and  recycling  facilities. 
The  building  \\  ould  be  constructed  to  the  standards  required  for  a  LEED"  (Leadership  in  Energv"  Efficient 
Design)  Gold  \'ersion  2.2  rating. 

The  23,925-square-foot  project  site  (  Block  3735.  Lot  63)  is  within  the  C-3-0  (SD)  Downtown  Office 
(Special  Development)  District.  Most  of  the  site  is  within  the  350-S  height  and  bulk  district  (350-foot 
height  limit;  limits  for  building  base  height  and  tower  plan  dimensions  are  set  fonh  in  San  Francisco 
Planning  Code  Section  270(d).  while  the  northwest  comer  of  the  site  is  within  a  150-S  height  and  bulk 
district  (150-foot  height  limit;  bulk  limits  Planning  Code  per  Section  2~0(d)).  Because  the  proposed 
tower  would  extend  about  25  feet  into  this  portion  of  the  site,  the  proposed  project  would  not  conform  to 
the  Planning  Code  height  limit,  and  rezoning  of  this  portion  of  the  site,  as  w  ell  as  a  change  in  the 
Downtown  Plan  height  map  within  the  General  Plan,  would  be  required.  The  project  sponsor  is  seeking 
an  amendment  of  the  height  and  bulk  map  (rezoning)  of  this  portion  of  the  site  to  a  350-S  height  and  bulk 
district,  consistent  with  the  remainder  of  the  project  site.  Rezoning  and  a  General  Plan  map  amendment 
require  appro^  al  from  the  Board  of  Supers  isors  upon  a  fa\  orable  recommendation  from  the  Planning 
Coimnission.  With  the  use  of  transferrable  de\  elopment  rights,  the  proposed  project  would  ha\  e  a  floor 
area  ratio  of  1S:I.  the  maximum  permitted  in  the  C-3-0  (SD)  Lse  District. 

The  site  is  current!}-  occupied  b>  a  surface  parking  lot.  As  part  of  the  project,  the  sponsor  proposes  to 
acquire  and  incorporate  into  the  project  site  a  1.650-square-foot  (20-foot-by— 82.5-foot)  ponion  of  the 
adjacent  propert}^  (Block  3735,  Lot  5),  which  w  ould  increase  the  size  of  the  project  site  to  25.575  square 
feet,  and  to  demohsh  the  existing  loading  dock  at  63 1  How  ard  Street,  w  hich  occupies  the  portion  of  the 
adjacent  parcel  to  be  acquired.  The  existing  building  at  631  How  ard  Street  would  remain. 

Tw  0  basement  parking  levels  would  be  proN  ided  beneath  the  project  site,  w  ith  access  pro\  ided  \ia  a  rvs  o- 
way  driveway  from  Tehama  Street  for  a  total  of  54  marked  parking  spaces,  w  ith  capacity  for 
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approximately  80  vehicles  with  valet  parking.  The  basement  would  also  include  approximately  46  bicycle 
parking  spaces,  which  would  exceed  the  1 2  spaces  required  by  the  Planning  Code.  Three  additional 
service  van  spaces  would  also  be  provided  in  the  basement. 

As  proposed,  the  project  would  be  a  rectilinear  tower  of  diminishing  bulk  from  the  building  base  to  a 
height  of  approximately  350  feet.  At  the  fifth  floor,  the  north  fa9ade  of  the  building  would  be  set  back 
5  feet  from  Howard  Street  and  the  west  fafade  would  be  set  back  approximately  20  feet  from  the  westerly 
property  line.  At  the  17th  story,  the  east  fa9ade  would  be  set  back  24.5  feet  from  Second  Street,  and  the 
south  fafade  would  be  set  back  44.5  feet  from  Tehama  Street.  In  addition,  the  fifth  floor  would  include  a 
further  5-foot  recess,  or  "reveal,"  on  all  four  facades,  intended  to  emphasize  a  visual  break  above  the  first 
four  stories  of  the  building — at  a  height  of  about  60  feet — and  thereby  establish  a  sense  of  continuity  with 
nearby  historic  structures.  Assuming  the  increase  in  the  size  of  the  project  site,  the  proposed  building 
would  occupy  approximately  90  percent  of  the  site.  The  setbacks  would  generally  be  consistent  with  the 
direction  for  building  massing  contained  in  the  Downtown  Plan  element  of  the  San  Francisco  General 
Plan;  however,  bulk  exceptions  would  be  required  because  the  project  would  not  meet  certain  bulk  limits 
established  in  Planning  Code  Section  270(d)  for  floor  plates  and  horizontal  dimensions  of  the  lower 
tower,  as  defined  by  the  Code  (i.e.,  above  103  feet  in  height).  (The  upper  tower  (above  220  feet)  would 
comply  with  the  Code.) 

The  project  would  be  consistent  with  the  Planning  Code  with  respect  to  off-street  parking  and  loading, 
bicycle  parking,  and  open  space.  In  addition  to  building  bulk.  Code  exceptions  would  be  required  with 
respect  to  ground-level  winds  and  sidewalk  shading. 

The  proposed  222  Second  Street  project  would  be  consistent  with  the  draft  Transit  Center  District  Plan,  as 
published  in  November  2009,  with  respect  to  both  land  use  and  building  height,  as  well  as  with  most 
other  policy  direction.  This  proposed  Plan  for  the  area  around  the  Transbay  Terminal — roughly  bounded 
by  Market  Street,  The  Embarcadero,  Folsom  Street,  and  Third  Street — sets  forth  a  number  of  goals  that 
generally  include  increasing  the  amount  of  allowable  development  in  the  transit-rich  downtown  core, 
while  at  the  same  time  improving  public  amenities,  modifying  the  system  of  streets  and  circulation  to 
meet  the  needs  and  goals  of  a  dense  transit-oriented  district,  providing  additional  open  space, 
implementing  policies  to  preserve  existing  historic  structures,  and  enhancing  sustainability. 

The  project  would  be  clad  in  an  energy  efficient  insulated  glass  unit  curtain  wall,  with  vertically  oriented, 
overlapping  glass  panels  and  internal  horizontal  metal  rails.  The  ground  floor  exterior  would  be 
differentiated  by  a  pattern  of  larger,  clear  glass  panels,  including  sliding  doors  to  the  public  open  space, 
set  off  by  wide  columns  and  a  belt  course.  The  proposed  project  would  be  constructed  atop  a  concrete  mat 
foundation.  Excavation  would  require  removal  of  approximately  240,000  cubic  yards  of  soil,  and  would 
extend  to  a  maximum  depth  of  about  30  feet  below  grade. 

Project  construction  would  take  about  21  months,  and  occupancy  is  anticipated  in  2013.  Construction 
costs  are  currently  estimated  at  approximately  SI 00  million.  The  project  architect  is  Heller  Manus  of 
San  Francisco,  in  association  with  Thomas  Phifer  and  Partners  of  New  York. 
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Implementation  of  the  proposed  project  would  require  the  following  approval  actions: 
Planning  Commission 

•  Recommendation  for  amendment  of  Planning  Code  height  and  bulk  map  (rezoning)  and  Downtown 
Plan  (General  Plan)  height  map  to  increase  height  limit  to  350  feet  across  site. 

•  Approval  of  the  project  under  Planning  Code  Section  309.  including  exceptions  with  regard  to 
building  bulk  (Section  270).  ground-level  winds  (Section  148).  and  the  required  setback  to 
minimize  shadow  on  Second  Street  (Section  146). 

•  Allocation  of  office  space  under  Planning  Code  Section  321  (Office  Development  Annual  Limit). 
Board  of  Supervisors 

•  Amendment  of  height  and  bulk  map  (rezoning)  to  increase  height  limit  to  350  feet  across  site. 

•  General  Plan  map  amendment  to  increase  height  limit  to  350  feet  across  site. 

Department  of  Building  Inspection 

•  Demolition,  site,  and  building  pennits. 

Department  of  Public  Works 

•  Street  Space  Pennit  from  the  Bureau  of  Street  Use  and  Mapping  for  use  of  a  public  street  space 
during  project  construction  (for  a  pedestrian  walkway) 

Municipal  Transportation  Agency 

•  Special  Traffic  Permit  from  the  Department  of  Parking  and  Traffic  for  use  of  a  public  street  space 
during  project  construction  (for  a  pedestrian  walkway) 

B.  Environmental  Impacts  and  Mitigation  Measures 

This  EIR  analyzes  the  potential  effects  of  the  proposed  222  Second  Street  project,  as  determined  in  the 
Notice  of  Preparation  of  an  Environmental  knpact  Report  (NOP),  issued  May  19,  2007  (Appendix  A  of 
this  EIR).  The  project  analyzed  in  this  EIR  differs  from  the  project  described  in  the  NOP.  in  that  the 
massing  is  rectilinear,  whereas  the  project  described  in  the  NOP  would  have  been  an  irregularly  shaped 
eight-sided  polyhedron  in  plan  view.  However,  the  height  of  the  proposed  building  remains  the  same — 
350  feet — as  does  the  amount  of  office  space.  The  remainder  of  the  de\  elopment  program  (ground-floor 
retail/restaurant  space,  lobby,  parking  and  loading)  is  similar  to  that  described  in  the  NOP. 

This  EIR  contains  detailed  analyses  of  topics  including  land  use,  aesthetics,  population  and  housing, 
cultural  (historical  and  archaeological  resources),  transportation,  noise,  air  qualit\\  wind,  and  shadow. 
Table  S-1  presents  a  summary  of  the  significant  adx  erse  en\  ironmental  effects  and  mitigation  measures 
identified  in  the  EIR,  along  with  mitigation  measures  identified  to  reduce  those  impacts  to  a  less-than- 
significant  level,  where  applicable. 


Case  No.  2006.1 106E 


S-3 

206337 


222  Second  Street 


i 


I 


>- 
< 


o 

UJ 
-> 

o 
tt 

0. 

H 
UJ 
LU 

q: 

H 
(O 

Q 
Z 

o 

o 

UJ 
CO 
CM 
CM 
(N 

O 

UJ 
CO 

o 

Q. 

o 

tt 

Q. 

'-Mil 
P  X 
ct- 

9 


(0  w 
UJ 

UJ  2 

CO 


CQ 


UJ 

S 

z 
o 

H 
< 


Q 
Z 
< 
CO 

I- 
o 
< 

Q. 


o 
>- 

< 

s 

CO 


« 
u 
c 
re 
u 

c 

c  .2 


is 


o 

CL 


3 


CO  0)  .2  -'^ 
>^  o 
<  c 

CO  .5  

5  $  2 


<  3 
^  O 

C/5  ^ 


m  T3 

o 't 

-i  8 

O  T3 
(D  to 


c  o 

o  c  _ 

O  c 

O  (u 

3  CD  c 

m  nj  0) 

c  <->  o 


=  (J 
§1 


CD 

■a  y 


O  00 

£  CO 

"  73  CO 
-   S  >" 

-D  g.-5) 

cu  - 
c 


O  X  c 

O  a> 
tn  ^ 

o  t!  o 

o  £  0) 
5.1  £ 
-o  o 
£  0)  t! 
o  ■§  .2 

to  "O  D. 

"  o  - 
S  8  <u 

^^2  = 
nj  o  tD 


CD 

£  ■- 

.S  -D 

C  0)  < 

c  S  to 

•>  C  -D 

>  <U  (U 


O 
C  0) 
CD  -Q 

C/3  = 
<u  ^ 

£  w 


2  ° 

CD  ~  ■ 
O  ^ 

m  §> 

^£ 
JO  _co 
CD  (U 
c  > 


<D  O  o 

_  Q.T3 
X  0) 


c  12 

_  LL 


CD  -£ 


■a  X3 
"= 

0)  (o 

XI  o 

—  Q. 

CD  o 

-I 

c  . 

~  (O 


q:5- 

<  o 

m  - 
-S  CD  -C 
"  CD  O 

u  q:  < 

CD  ^  CD 


m  £ 

o  — 

Q)  CD 
Q.  Q- 
X2 

—  .2 
<  £ 


C 

»,  o 

  m  <o 

.2  c  o 

PI 

qj  10  ° 
_  g  S 
S  'ro  -I, 
.2^  S' 

(O  3  CD 

Z  O  £ 


5il 

1  " 

o  5  2 

=  ■§3 

CD  QJ  ^ 
-C  CD 
CO   CJ  ^ 


o  2 


k_ 

-:r£  o 

0)  CD  <-> 
CD  j_  ^ 

I  °^ 

S  CD  J= 

I-  ~ 

O  C3) 

=  CD  C 

E  c 


TO  O 

>^  °^ 

O  UJ 

CD  "  —  — 


O 

CD  Q) 

o 


S  E  o 

o  E  c 

o  —  > 

c  o  " 

O  O  0) 

c  ^ 

Q)  ~ 


TO  0) 

<u  ^  -2  S  £ 

CD  !5  .2  CD 

r  £  ro 

.2  «  5  g  -g 

C  (D  £  O  J3 

2  P  o 


«  P  >- 

o 


2^  !=;  « 


<u 

C 

C  ><  CD 
■~  ~  O 
C  CD  0) 

.2  o  y 

3  E  O 

(o  —  2: 
cu 


£  i2  ro  CD  O)  -a  -D 
E-g  S  o 


c  £  jO 


■D 
0) 

(/5  0) 

CD  ^ 
m  > 

^  CD  £ 

2_  O 

O  CD  3 

—  'i-  i  Q.  CD 


3  .i= 

^2  ^ 


>  x: 


<£  CD  cu 
<  CC  XI 


<u  «_  2 


■5  a, 
«  ,2 
(D  !t= 

go 

=  g 

CD  (U 

.9-> 

CJ  (D 

.2  a. 

CL  2 
0)  c 
^  CD 

r  E 

o  c 


a,  o 
c  3  .!2 

0) 

a! 

0) 


(U  (O 
Q. 

CO 

-2  'cn 
-D  _g 

™  S 

03  SI 

—  o 

^< 

E  12 

-  Q 

E  il 


CD 


CD 


n 

—  T3 
TO  XI 
«  O 
O  U) 

o 


c  (u  (n 

E  g  C 

m  E  cu 

^  CD  CU 


TO  CU  CD 


.2  £      c  = 


0 

O  I- 

Q-  oi 
a)"D 

CD 


CO 


5;  3  8 

Too 
E  -^  0, 
—  o  £ 
2  «  ^ 
£  S  ° 
^  - 

c^  5 

"  c  o 


CO  c 

g 

CO  O 
3  0 

g 


5  2  o 

CD  <0 

C  CD 
TO  i;  ^ 

-D  1=  3 
C  <U  O 
O  "  -C 
0  0)"' 
05  ^  — 

CO  -  « 
-  c  O) 

-D  —  O 

IP 

X  <o  t- 
c  < 

o)  o  Z: 
c  =  2 

O   CD  0 

TO  -u: 

i2   3  <u 

^.2  -D 


§2 

CJ  0) 

"  -s 

CD 

'O  03 


CD 
C 
CD 

'I 


O  3 


a>ro  £  o 
c  x:  c  -ii 


o 

13. 
0) 

•o 

03 

£  ^ 
CO  (D 

-c  2 
03 

to 

£-ro 
03 't: 


C  CO  03  CO 
-r,  Q 


t  O 

_  3^ 

E  -2 
03  o  ^  TO 

c  E  o  .2 


=  > 

CD  CD 

sz  o 

CO  X 


si 

03  g 

"D  — 
C  (O 
TO  CT 
>,  O 
03  O 
CD  r- 


O)  CD 
CD 


—  C3> 
C  .TO 


8  TO 
CD  03 
Q.£ 

O 


CO  CD  03 
^  2   E  = 


03  .2 
03       CD  o 

o  E  a 


■St  01  cc  -e 


=  =  03  -C 


.  CO  _ 

C  03  CD  iJ 

_  g  Q.  o  o 

2  S  TO  o  -  oS  "to 
2  ro-^  3  CO 

CO   O  03 


£  iS 

CJ  _ 

.!2  8 


TO  O) 


03  c  CD  "  .y 

:2  TO  2  §  S 


CD  O  >   CL  — 


CD 

<  LL 


3  C 
•O  CD 


•-  CO  CD 
TO  (U  "O 

-  5 

8  Sl 

"S  -2  £ 
=  o 

C  03  g 

03  x:  o 
o  2  -5 

Q.  CD  X2 


00  CDv- 


.b  -D 
>.  — 
—  3 
03  X3 
> 
O 


03  ^ 

O  O 

CD  "O 

03  03 


CD 


CO  CD 

CO  „ 

03  O 

CO  03 

CO  ^ 

CD  O 
O 


X   >-  CD 

.2  Q.  E 

TO   <U  CO 


Is;? 

O  TO 
Q.  03 


>  ni 

CD  O  .2 

.  O  CL  > 

.  X  X  c 

03  03  a 


i  03 


■g£  £ 


C  TO  = 

^  o  -3  5 

3  O  c  CO 

CJ   03  ^  to 

-o  £  c  5 

.2  ^  -2  = 

3  I  TO  § 

e  S  " 

S  2  X  -D 

>  TO^2 

03  =:  t3  03 

03   ^  03  Q. 

"    C  -T)  C 

O  03  O 

O  C  O 


o 

g  « 
0 

03  -.^ 
3  ■> 

03  TO 

o  _2 

03  ? 

oi.E 

CD  03 

C  03 

CD  to 

S  03 

§2 

2  03 
to  J3 

§i 


1  3  03  CO 
LJ3  X  ^ 

£  "cD  ■« 
CO  -o  c 

'     03  O 

§  as 

-O  O  O 

03  «  g 

2  to  03 
-2  TO  XI 

O  -O  TO 

<->  ^  £ 

cr:  to 

03  w 
XI  03  c 
=  £  03 

CD  ^  E 
x:  o  Q. 

-  !?  5 

CD  P  O- 
S  TO  ^ 

E  ~ 
xj  .2  to 
03  ^  = 
Too,? 


o  =  5 

X  CD  ™ 
03  2^ 
^   C  CO 

°^  ^ 

2  !^ 
o  § 

UJ  ro  ^ 
tz  ro  § 
^  xO 

CL  03 


^  03  ^ 

£  £ 

ro  ~  o 

to  o  ^ 

03  0  o 

—  "O  = 


in 


%  I 
03  3  S  ^ 

£  O  T3  (0 


I 


CO  c 
<"  C 


E  X 
If 


i  C   to  CO  -^^   TO  O 


C  .9 

•2  03 

S  E 

Q>  ID 


■-  o.^  — 


C  U) 

TO  « 

u-  O 

—  Q. 


=      u)  u)  nj  (/) 


0) 

E  ° 

CD  I- 

3  O  £ 

ro  0) 


3  0) 


^  0) 
in  -c 


O  o 
<J  -D 

cn  2 


as  _>. 

■D  3 

c  u 

to  " 
■o 

c 

S;  0) 

O  -o 

9?  8 


g)~  E 

</)  CD  CD 

Si  o 

P  0)  0) 


>_  Q. 

a>  CL 

>  3 

O  </) 

^  o 
o 

■s  ^ 

to  o 

o  Si 


CD  0) 


Q. 

5  CD  o 


S  _  2 


o 

■5  <i> 


O  -S 


,  o  .9  - 


in 

Sir  o 

CO  — 


5o  o 
o  1;; 
0^2 


o  =J 

0)  -5;; 

<  8- 

2  <s> 
o  y  t? 

0)  >  .CD^  f 


0)  g  , 

£  ! 

a?  p'l 

I  S  : 

c  £  I 

o  ^  . 

3  a> 

'  o  ^ 

in  CL  I 


CD  .t; 
cn  g 
0)  — 

£  "5 
^  cn 

O)  o 
c  _ 
'C  CD 

0)  cn 
^1 

C3)  CO 
C  C 

CD 


S  .2 


O  0) 

<■§ 

0)  £^ 
LL  u 

l§ 
S  o 

II 

CD 

CD  _>, 

O  C 
Q.  CD 

E  O 
CU  CL 


oj  cn 
O)  c 
TO. 2 

CD  2 

=  CD 
CD  TJ 

£  « 

"  o 

CD 

C  C 
§1 

~  OJ  C 
c  C  CO 

O  >  T3 

>-  g 


O  <n 


■—  c 
CU  o 


CD  CD 

E  E 


ro  t" 

O  m 

X    E  Q. 

2  E 

^  ^  CD 
••=  o  <n 

f  o 

cn  ^  - 

_0  O 

O   CD  ^ 

^11 


S  .^£  5) 


o 


0) 


o  cn 
=  o 

CD  £2. 
>  X 
CD  CU 
CU 


X  gJ 


CD  CD 

O  o 

1-2 
g  03 


5  £ 


CD  — 

S  CU  CU 
C  c  ^  c 
Q.£   CD  'F 

g-  2?  O  TO 

^^^^ 

-  „,  cn  c  E  .•= 
c  (U      .2  ■- 

II II 

.i  I  < 

"O  C 

8  o  u-  c 

x:  ^  O)  ■- 

<  .a?  ^-  TO 

-D  .2  —  OJ 

LL  cn  I  ^ 

^E^g 
==  ~  CU  E 


CD  ^ 


O  — 
p  CD 
CJ 

£  'o' 
t:  o 

CD  o 
CD 


CD  3 

^  O 

cn  ^ 

~  C 

cn  0) 

O  0^ 

o  <u 

CU  £ 


o  °  o 

"O  • — . 
CD  g  ^ 
CD  a3  o 
y  Q..3> 

o 


CU  CD  ■ 


< 

■2  E 

U-  Q. 

CU 


E   7^  2 


CD  CU    ;C  cr 


^  CO 

<  cn  Q.  I— 


O  (U 


5  2  o 

■=  cn  ^ 

^2  ^ 
c  CU  cn 
3  Q.  cn 

■O  O  CD 


CU  -D 

S'  ^ 

cn  3 

^  ^  !J) 

o  ^  <u 

P  5  cn 

s  g 

o  > 

P  _2  E 

IS  i 
E'l'-S. 

.5-  _  o 


g 
o 

■D 

C 

CU 

E 
g. 
'd 

C3"  ■ 
CU  CU 
M-  <-> 

o  to 

CU  5 


^■2 

CU 


_  o 


-  3  O 
(1)  C  — 

3°  = 

c=  5 

5  -  « 

■o  k 
CD  O  I- 

^  o  C^ 

TO  ^  £ 
2  ^ 
=  -,-,<'' 

cn  CD  o 

cn  g 

cn  j£  ^ 

'cn  CD  "O 

o  0)  0? 

°  -n 
I'  >-  m 

t:  CD  o 
<  03  " 

•O  Q-  O 

■5  °  0) 
U.  D);g 

OJ  c 


3  3 
h-  O 


c 

Q)  0) 
03  ^ 

0)  cn 
0} 
C  -D 
O  -D 

is 

o  a> 

O  U 

O  m 

I 

"o  0)  cn 

to  2'  S 

E  2  -2 

0)  —  > 
12.  o  c 

O  3  Z 
r-  -t  CO 

c  in  o 

2  ^  "5) 

"  03  0) 

S£-5 
^-g  is 

03  <0  5 

•^•^^ 

O  ?  03 
C  O  03 

.i  ^-D 

g  O  S 

8<  ^ 
CD  ^  O 

^.2c 

cn  LL  ID 


c 

03  .  . 

1^ 
!t  3 
03  -Jj 

2  ^ 

CL  o 

o  " 
cn 

«  ^ 

§^ 
£-2 

CD  5 
cn  a- 

^  2 

8  03 

c  -Q 

CU  £^ 


03 


03-0 

Q.    -  — 

to  S  - 

—  N  cn 

O)  cn  - 

•i  iJ  ^ 

=>  to  m 

cn  -c  2 
CD  Q-  (n 

03  O  . 

E  Q.  03 

TO  CD  g 

03  ^ 


O  CD 

cn 


CD 

03  CD 


o  o 

C  (3) 

TO  £ 

03  "2 

o 

—  o 

CD  03 

^  >- 

cn  2 

"<n  S 

°  « 

O  - 

03  03 

■5-1 

<  .!= 

2^ 

03  — 

L.  "5 

03  03 
cn 

H  3 


C  -D 

-  03  c 
CD  2  to 

~  O 
03  cn  jn 

1-  CD 

.  03  iZ 

in  C  03  ■ 
E  cn  "tS  ^ 

cn  g  o  03 


"  ^  2 
5  -2  --G  f 

CD  O 
03  CJ  " 

g 
O 


B  03 


03  ?^  ra 


CD 


03  ^ 

O)  JZ  03 

£  o  o-- 

O  -D  O)- 

.-  C  .E 

c  CD  J<:  ■ 

8  m  TO 

t=  03  E 

> 

=  0-0 

CD  ^  C  : 

"O  cn  CO 


03 

£  o 
2  o  ^ 
™-S-2 

>  CD 


03  03 


03 

CL  cn 


CO  ^ 


£  03 

2^£ 

II  § 


-o  0^ 

03  03 
3 

-Q  55 


to  "S5  "5 
(n  o  j- 


c  Q.£ 


Q. 

03 

•o 

"D 

^£ 

03  0) 


>  < 
■D 


CLLL 


P 

i_  03 
£  C 
03  JO 


■2  5.;S  i  Q 


CD  03  ■>  ^ 

S  -°  2  O 

8  o  ^= 


^6^ 
c  tr  o 
3  lil  o 


^  cn 
£-§ 

CD  O 

cn  — 
cn  o 
03  03 

So- 


I' 

03 
03  ^ 

o| 

CJ  3 
03  O 
>-  O 

Q  2 

.  CD 

S  cn 
CD  ■— 
fc.  tn 
D)  o 
p  a. 

II 

83 

03  o 
CD  CD 

cn 


CD 

.0  cn 
5)  >. 

^1 
$  ^ 

J;  ° 


CL 

o 


o 

UJ 
-J 

o 

CL 
H- 
111 
LU 
tt 
H 
CO 

Q 
Z 

o 
o 
III 

(O 
CN 
CM 
fSI 

Q 
HI 
(O 
O 
o. 
O 
Q£ 
Q. 
-Mil 
P  I 
cl- 

O  QJ 

3o 

UJ 


z 
o 

I- 
< 

CD 
H 

s 

Q 

z 
< 

CO 
H 

o 
< 
a 
§ 

u. 
O 
> 

Of 

< 
s 

CO 


o 
u 
c 
re 
u 

c 
c  2 

CO 


V 

c 
o 


a 

> 

a>  c 
-J  O) 

55 


o 

CL 


-  1 


CO 


ID 

Q)  C  £ 

$  g 
raro  c 

?  o  E 


1    ?  <U 


0) 


in  o 
^  E 

ID  0) 


S  E 


t/5  O 

-So 
c 


_  _3 
^  > 


3  _ 


-c  ro 


ctr 


s  s; 


O  LU 

if  a> 

o  ~ 
o 


o  o 


3 

o  c 

cn 

Oj  "O 
^  ^  <U 


o 

o  cr 


S  -2 
o  b 


o 

<  °- 

o  o 

o  <u 

C  CO 

to  c 


2  « 


Q)  t/) 

-  ^  "O 

0)  r  o 


5 


1= 

o  C 

—  D 
(0 


x:  o 

c  « 
ro  to 


v>  o 


0)  -c: 
>  y 
8 


2  2 

U  O)  >._ 

O   m  "  ■- 

g  5  o  o 

"5  <  a>  ^ 


if  C  CD 

<5:  il  .y 


CD  O  E 


£  (D 

~  Q. 

c  <u 

(1)  « 

i  ^ 

^  > 
2 

>, 

1-  OJ 

0)  o 


0  2 

U  O 

0)  cn 

<-  <a 

CD  ^ 

1  s 

O 

O  OJ 

o 


cm  ~ 

■  =  ^  I 

o  o  _o  Q  . 

>  CD  0)_ 
CD  >  =  -E 

•D  ^  E  g 
-  ^  S£ 

-D   C   2  °- 
<D  —  0) 

>.  o 


0)  ._ 

f  ^  - 

m  E  9-  55 


fY-    C    TO  - 

'-t  in  >  « 


O  CD 
10  c 
2  0) 
E 


0 

c  £  — 

—  ~  ro 

in  0  £ 

0  u  ^ 

2  ^  TO 

D  o  ^ 

O  <n  — 

in  0  c 

0  o 

cr  <i> 

-9 

.2  o 
III 

(D  T3 

1  >  C 
rti  t^ 

O   >  .  r 


0 


0 


_  0 
nJ  £ 


E  =  -  =  c  >,.se 

CD  in 

o  c 

in  0 

—  10 


0 


<  0 

^  g  _  - 

0  ^  0  c 

^  t  _^  < 

■t;  7  <D  (D 

O  - 

8  w  LU  e 


^  o 
O  £ 


<  0 


0  n 

^  CM 

—  in 

"o  tr 

10  Cl 

0  Q 

15 


i>  0  p 
«  5.  E 

CD  0 

8 

~  0 
org. 

in  O  0 
0  c'- 

Q.  0  1= 

.y  0  c 
o  1  <i> 


in  -L- 
O  = 

CL  CD 
0  ■ 
T3  CD 

CD  in 
O  CO  ■ 
O  CD 

0  5 

o  ^ 
CD  o 

^  C 

m  .2 
XI  o 
in  i 

10 

O  0 


f0 

o  £ 
0  ^ 
r.  o 


in 


•'^■2fc 

^  73 
O  CD 

S  -C  2  0 
■i^  C35  =  > 


o 

Q.  O) 
X  c 

0  = 
o 
o 


0  i 

0 

10  in 
CD  c 
5  o 
inO 

CD  ^ 
.9  CT) 


O  =  0 
0  o  « 

O   0  0 

>-   in  r- 

co  „  = 

Q.  CD  ^ 

o  in  0 

1  g  0  in 
;   CL-O  -D 

I  0  cn  9 

i£.£  0 

L  "o  in  Q. 

,  £  i;  0 

.  D  _  10 
■    P    CO  O 

I  !o  .9  £ 
0  -9  c 

ill 

0  2  >, 

0  CO  -tr 

-O  -D  3 

=  C  CJ 
CD   CD  0 

-c  -„  in 


^  E 
o 

CD 


.9  0 

o  E 

Ci.— 
in  CD 


(O  O 
>,  c 

—  CD 


0  0 

>  -a 

E  2 
0 


0 


o 


CO 

E  CD 

o  I- 


0.2 


"0  ;=        0  <    0  U 


o  9; ' 


5-g 


^  o 
CO  in 
c  in 

i  CD  (0 


^  ^  £  — 
c  2  «  p 

iT  D  Ic 


CD  E  0 

0   O  .>  0 

S  =  0  X 

'=  ni  V,  7; 

O  O  2  S 


'0  9 

0  CD 


0' o  - 

^  in  >-"0 

—  0  CD  0 

c  P  E  c 

)  -2  I  o  S 

'  CD  in  cr  2 

;  2  .E  LLI  Q. 


in  . 

3  ■>-  • 
o  — 

0  c  . 

CO  2 
0 

^  - 
C  0 

O  £ 


CO 


9  " 

o  — ' 

o  <i> 

^  ;n 

o  0 

S  £ 


y)  CO  o 

CD  ^  -5. 
0'  0  ^ 

CL  a.  °> 

CO  CD  0 
O  O  j2 
">       _   fi  ^ 

"2-p  -5  o 

CD  CO        c  c 
in  3  3 


-D  0 
0  N 


3 


3 


Q. 
U 


I- 
o 

UJ 
-> 

o 
q: 

Q. 

H 
UJ 
UJ 

a. 

H 
(O 

Q 
Z 

o 
o 

UJ 
(O 
CN 
CM 
CM 

Q 

UJ 
(0 

o 

Q. 
O 

a. 

P  I 


UJ 
Ujg 

3 


m 


to 
< 

UJ 

z 
o 

g 

H 

s 
a 
z 
< 

H 
O 
< 
Q. 

u. 
O 
>- 

< 

s 


o 
u 
c 

u 

1^  c 

c  .2 


0,.- 


0) 

S 
c 
o 


u 

(Q 

E 


o 

Q. 


0) 


o 

nj  o 


03  (0 


CD 

I  C 
5?  to 

O  U5 
  0)  0) 

w  CO  CO  _i 


c  S  : 

CD  V. 
C  ^ 


to  -„ 

CO  o 
-C  u 
n  CD  (1) 

"■Be 

CD  c  C 

o  o 
o  jn 

CD  O 

E  CO  u. 


(D 


T3  CD 

-81 


O  .<2 


1  S 

-D  W 

:^  £  CD 

CD  .  ~ 


CD 

§■«  c  «^ 

o  ^  O  -o 
<D  Q.  (D  C 

(D  .2'  > 
"  O 

CO 


CD 


5  0) 
3  -Q 
cn  §  iS 

±:  ^  CD 
M-  c  o 
O  CD  O 
C  S  "5 

o  CD  c: 

p  CD 

lis 

CD  cn 
.55  CD 

CD  ^ 

o 


i  TO 


CO 


-  ID  0) 
(i)  CD  ^ 
'D  *^  (U 


0  1^ 

Q--D 
c 


CD 


CD 
<D  o 

"o"  >, 
cl|= 
CD  i9 
CD 


CO 


JO  9-  o  Q 
o  'u  ■ 


iS  CD  c  E  E  2  .2 


-   CD  O 
_   P   05  Q. 
CD 
CO 

c 


:e  2 

O  CD 

^  a>  5 


o 

<  E 

..  CD 

E  - 


E  ^  °? 

3  O  £  (D 

■>  "2  "o 

—  _  CD  O 

■■^  P  £ 

-Q  «^ 


■a  t= 

■n  <15 
c  2 

8  w 

«  E 
«^ 

T  CD 

a.  H 


!c  c  c  £: 
O  O  TO  3 

2  !t  E  o 
§  2^  ° 

>  —  CD  -D 

>  CD  CO  CD 

^|<D^^e 

I-  CL-cicr 
o  nj  —  CD 

•■S  o)  2  2 

CD  c  -S 

Ills 
ilii 

H  CO  i  CO 


to 

-  CD 

o 

CO  c  CD 
CO  O  H 

c  - 

CO 


T-1  CD 
N 

-co  2 
CD 


£  -2  o 

^  si 

E  £  CD 
■■<-  -D  i: 
0)  O  CO 

p  E  E 
E  cn  o 
m  ^ 

:2  .1  £ 

o  .2)  o 


5  "!  c 


CD  ^ 

E  g 


CO 


CD  ^ 


C  3 

O  CO  , 

O  CD  S 

CD  CD  -Si 

CO  E  CD 

E  c£ 

2  .2  05 

3  £  -i 


03  £ 

o 


0^  E 

I-  c 

O  03  iJ 

O   f=  Q. 

_i  .£  CO 


_  g 

CO 

<1 

»  o 
03  3= 
«  CD 

? - 

o 

O 

03  .2 
CO 

■n  CD 

C  D- 

<D  dj 

E£ 

o 

i2  2 
I 


CO 

2^  03  "co 

p  £  03 

Id  §.2 
c 

D)  o  C 

"  S  2J 

03  O  ll 

—  CD  ^ 

^   §  CO 

^  ^  O 

-O  03  CJ 

"5  03  03 

O  -1= 

gCO  O 

■= 

8  § 

CD  tJ  .2 

03,33  it; 

<  CO  £ 

C  "O  CO 

O  "  " 


CO 


F  ° 

■  03 

S  CO 


:S  3  CD 

CD  O  £ 

CO  o 

2  «  -2 

2  c 

H  o  .2 


c 

CD 

O 

ac 

ec 

03 

i:l 

'o 

O 

E 

serv 

ject 

the 

o 

Q. 

o 

03 

CD 

>> 

lev 

03 

!5 

"5 

'cfi 

D3 

c 

o 

o 

E 

ds 

ak 

O 

03 

■  pe 

red 

cial 

p.m 

requi 

nan 

03 

03 

03 

03 

> 

03 

o 

CO 

Q. 

CD 

E 

03 

E 

O 

■o 

CO 

13 

o 

!c 

03 

03 

03 

US 

lea! 

03 

CD 

O 

b 

CO 

-a 

Be 

he 

on 

d 

Sec 

OS 

on  1 

_i 

03 

s 

C 

c 

03 

o 

TO 

E 

i:  03  -it:  c 

3  U  Q.  O 

O  O  f=  Q. 

CO  CD  .£  CO 


CO 


  CO 

0  c 

>  o 

03  = 

—  o 

03  03 

a)"P 

>>  03  ■- 

-°  ■= 

-D-D  S 

J!  3  o 
2  9c 

§3.g,g 
o  2  — 

!t=  !2.  CO 
CD  -o  03 

li:  OD  .2 

CO  > 

2  " 

I-  Q.  O 


03 
CO 

■g 

■§  o 
;5  CO 

5  § 

CO  u, 


03  "O 

«  o  8 

03  D)  03 
£  C  CO 

w|  E 

03  o 


~     -5  2  i2 


03  CO  « 


2  ■  -  03  E  -= 


i2   03  CO 

—  flU 


.2  "D  "D 


■a  ±= 

03  ^  03 
03  CD  |— 


CO 


^  0 
03 

CO  ro 


E  CO 

ro  ro  oj 

&  5  03 

o  o  i: 

X  I  CO 


"D  ^ 
C  CO 
-D  O  ^ 
.bz   <->  CO 

LL   COCO  C^I-COLL 

c  ^  ■3 

2   S  CD 

«  5  5 
^  o  o 
Six 


i  O  ;=  03 

I  CO  CO  b 


03 

S  03  " 

t  -g  3  CO 

03   >  O  .h: 

i-  CO  1 1  II 
tb  X 

"EE 

CO  o  ■'ii  ■'ii 

S  «  iz  t 

O  O  CO  CD 

X  Li.  X  X 


C  C 


CO 


O) 
CO 


£  o  XI  > 
>,  2  to  CO 


'c  o 

O  CD 

c  2 


O  CO  « 
03  H-  ^ 


"D  2  ^  i2 


Dl.iii, 


CO  ^  03 


P  CD  ~ 

03  ■ 


<->  t:  _ 
E   CD-  03  Ji; 

2  CD 
I-  Q.  Cl£ 


03  o 
CD    CD  "O 

^  n-i  ^ 


Z  CD 


« 

u 
c 
m 
u 


0)  .- 

>  s 


i 


2     Q.  ?  ?>  <U 

o  TO  5  5  S 


vw 


0)  g 
OJ  o 


c 

9 

O 
(C 

'c 
g> 
CO 


II 

0!  U) 


s  = 

t  T3  O) 


^  i 

=  -2 
S  o 


£ 

.9-0 

CT  C 

dj  o 

^  o 

55  0) 

=  <2 

£  c 

C 

<U  TO 

S  TO 

^  > 

O  ''3 

o  uj 

to  0) 

i:  ^ 

s  * 

2  S 

a)  o 


35  <« 
rz  '— 


(D  (C 

i  ^ 

TO 


o  o 


c  £  c  ? 

O  <C  3  'O 

•s:  >  P 

iS  TO  — 

"5  <"  (/;  2 

^  i  i  § 


(0 


3  o 


o  ?•  TO  w  a: 

~  -d  ^  !=  £ 

O  03  —  C  « 

T  0)  <->  "  - 


03  vi  </) 

■ — •  (B  — 

O  -  o 

o  o  =  c 

"  cc  ^  •■=  —  -ss 
Q.~      p  re  g 

^  >~re  ^ 


:2  (0 

C  CD 


—  C  .i;  o 
•=  <U  O  O 
(J  ^  X  -  <^ 


^   O   «  13 


re 


o 
o 

E  aj 
c  -9 

O  tn 
o  re 
a) 


£  03  g  c 
._       «  (D 

o  re  ™  = 
re  j::  a)  5 

lili 

o 


re  0) 


0) 


^  ^  o  ^  re 
re  £  o  =  ^  1- 


C  <n  0) 

o 

—  re 

y  =  <u 

?  <->  "O 

tree 
«  c 

i  5 


^.5 


2  u 


CO 


U5  i_ 


c  o 

«  u 

^  £  §. 

T-  2 

6  o  I 


o    J  3 


"O  re 

§  a? 

£  o  — 

.=  0) 


re  ^ 

5   O  m'  ^ 

^  re  3  ^. 

—  O  (D 

m  VI  v>  ~ 

«  0,  <" 

3  -— -  m  c 

cr  «  5  o 

E  O  g  = 

w  _  2 

T  (1)  o  ■= 

S  ^  3  m 

>  £  0)  O 


«  re 
■5  ^ 


(1)  o 

«  ;= 
£ 

Q.  (o' 

£  o 

o  o 


■ore  •= 


O  J2 

i  8  ^  8 

(D  O 

^  re  ^  0  _  — 

«;  5 

03  2  «  o 

=  03  O  Q. 


03 


I  8 

i  I 

■5  03 

03  03 

"c  '3 


03  3 


^  Q. 


3 

re  - 


03 


2^  cr'^  > 
Q.  i:  c  «'  2 

P  re     -D  5 


Q.^  O  o 

"  «  - 1 

03  ----^  re 

o  </>  '</)  </> 

1-   0)  V>  03 

Q.  o  o  u 

03   3   °-  D 

^  O  «  O 

I—  m  re  in 


^  03 

•c  w 

3  o 

<" 

o  re 

03 

re 

m  .-^ 

T3  Q- 
03  C 


in  03 
re  p 


5  o 

:_  V) 

p  re 


ere  

£  £  ?  re 

:g-°  5  -2 

D   c  03  TO 

O   0  ^  £ 

5  E  5  3 

S  S  £  5. 

C    Q.  (1)  ^ 

o    .  >  c 

Q.  (n  5  O 

8 

■9"  re  S  ^  .li 

Q.^  c  "5  o 

s  "1 2  i 

H  03  're  3  ■ 


-g  2 
3  o 


03  .  — 

g5 

^  r  2--  = 
•^||| 

.S        p  £ 

5  3  o  > 

03   =  ?^  -S 
C  03 
C  > 

C  03 


j3  'J3 


03 


X  -  < 

03  ™  m 

c  £  ""^ 

re  o 

-  X 

03  03  (/, 

re  .t:  ^ 


il 

u 

O  3 
(/)  ^ 

O  C 
Q.  O 

</>  u 

t3  O 
03  ^ 

^  2^^ 

I-  Q.; 


_  03 

re  E 
o).9- 

'£  S- 
E  a3 

03  03 
Q.  </) 
.  3 
O  .  - 
—  0 

03  ^ 


7^ 

_g3 

in 

« 

re 

re 

.2 

C) 

<o 
v> 

0 
tn 

0 

n/vi 

03 

03 

0) 

03 

V/ 

03 

re 

re 

03' 

« 

■5 

in 

03 

P 

re 

> 

03 

(n 

re 

re 

.^5 

<J  3 

CO  o 
c  " 

.2  -5 
o  £ 
E  0, 

c  o 
o  c 

a  TO 


0)  2 

^E 
^£ 
o 

P 


43 
C 

o  o 
>  c 

CD 

Q.  Q. 
P  3 


1 


u 

LU 
-J 

o 

Q. 

I- 
LU 
LU 
Q£ 
J- 
(O 

Q 
Z 

o 
o 

LU 
CO 
CM 
CM 
CM 

Q 
LU 

CO 
O 
Q. 

o 
q: 

Q. 

"Ol 

p  I 

c 

O  Q£ 
T-  LJ. 

CO  w 

LU 
LU  2 

3 


CO 


CO 

< 

LU 

z 
o 

I- 
< 


o 
z 
< 

CO 
I- 
o 
< 

Q. 


o 
>- 

< 
s 
s 

CO 


u 

u 

c 

(S 

u 

i£ 

c 

'E 

o 

O) 

To 

CO 

gi 

o 

i 

> 

x: 

(1) 

_l 

i 

to 


'  "D  TO 


-9  2 


I  ni  >-  n>  U  o 
O  w  u  ^ 
1  S  c  D  nj  l!: 


I 
I 


SUMMARY 


As  explained  in  Sections  IV. J  through  IV.R,  no  significant  impacts  were  identified  with  respect  to  the 
following: 

•  Recreation  and  Public  Space  (the  project  would  not  increase  park  use  such  that  substantial 
deterioration  would  occur;  would  not  result  in  adverse  physical  effects  due  to  new  facilities;  and 
would  not  physically  degrade  existing  recreational  resources); 

•  Utilities  and  Service  Systems  or  Public  Services  (the  project  would  not  result  in  substantial  adverse 
physical  effects  with  regard  to  the  provision  of  potable  water  supplies,  wastewater  or  stormwater 
collection  and  treatment,  solid  waste  collection  and  disposal,  police,  fire,  or  emergency  medical 
services,  or  schools,  parks,  or  other  government  facilities); 

•  Biological  Resources  (the  project  would  not  adversely  affect  candidate,  sensitive,  or  special-status 
species  or  their  habitat,  or  other  sensitive  habitats); 

•  Geology,  Soils,  and  Seismicity  (the  project  would  not  result  in  substantial  adverse  physical  changes 
with  respect  to  exposure  of  persons  to  earthquakes  or  other  geologic  hazards,  would  not  be  located 
on  unstable  soils,  and  would  not  alter  unique  geological  features); 

•  Hydrology  and  Water  Quality  (the  project  would  not  result  in  substantial  adverse  physical  changes 
with  respect  to  water  quality,  groundwater  supply,  site  drainage,  flooding,  erosion,  or  inundation); 

•  Hazards  and  Hazardous  Materials  (the  project  would  not  create  a  significant  hazard  related  to 
routine  transport,  use,  or  disposal  of  hazardous  materials  or  risk  of  upset  or  accident  or  to  an 
identified  previous  use  or  accident,  would  not  emit  hazardous  emissions  or  involve  handling  of 
hazardous  or  acutely  hazardous  materials,  substances,  or  waste  within  one-quarter  mile  of  an 
existing  or  proposed  school,  would  not  interfere  with  an  emergency  response  or  evacuation  plans  or 
expose  people  or  structures  to  a  significant  risk  of  loss,  injury  or  death  involving  fires); 

•  Mineral  and  Energy  Resources  (the  project  would  not  result  in  the  loss  of  a  known  mineral  resource 
mineral  resource  recovery  site,  or  encourage  wasteful  use  of  fuel,  water,  or  energy);  or 

•  Agricultural  Resources  (the  project  would  not  adversely  affect  farmland  or  forestry  resources). 

There  are  several  items  required  by  local,  state,  and  federal  law  that  would  serve  to  avoid  potential 
significant  impacts;  they  are  summarized  here  for  informational  purposes.  These  measures  include:  no  use 
of  mirrored  glass  on  the  building  to  reduce  glare,  as  per  City  Planning  Commission  Resolution  9212; 
limitation  of  construction-related  noise  levels,  pursuant  to  the  San  Francisco  Noise  Ordinance  (Article  29 
of  the  San  Francisco  Police  Code,  1972);  compliance  with  Section  3424  of  the  San  Francisco  Building 
Code,  Work  Practices  for  Lead-Based  Paint  on  Pre- 1979  Buildings  and  Steel  Structures;  and  obserx  ance 
of  state  and  federal  OSHA  safety  requirements  related  to  handling  and  disposal  of  other  hazardous 
materials,  such  as  asbestos.  Because  compliance  with  the  law  would  ob\'iate  any  potential  impacts  related 
to  the  above  issues,  neither  significant  impacts  nor  mitigation  measures  are  identified  in  connection  with 
these  issues. 
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C.  Significant  Environmental  Impacts  That  Cannot  Be 
Avoided  in  the  Project  Is  Implemented 

Transportation 

The  proposed  project  would  result  in  a  significant  impact  at  the  intersection  of  Harrison/Second  Streets. 
Although  the  addition  of  project  traffic  would  not  aher  the  existing  level  of  service  (LOS),  which  would 
remain  at  an  unacceptable  LOS  E  for  the  intersection  overall,  project  traffic  would  constitute  about 
16  percent  of  the  southbound  left  turn  volume  (which  would  operate  with  unacceptable  LOS  F 
conditions),  and  the  increased  delay  at  this  intersection  would  constitute  a  significant  project  traffic 
impact.  No  feasible  mitigation  is  available  for  this  impact;  the  unacceptable  LOS  is  primarily  the  result  of 
heavy  traffic  flow  to  the  Bay  Bridge  in  the  p.m.  peak  hour. 

In  addition,  the  proposed  project's  contribution  to  future  traffic  growth  at  the  intersections  of 
Howard; Third  Streets,  Howard/New  Montgomery  Streets,  Folsom/Second  Streets,  and  Harrison/Second 
Streets  would  constitute  a  cumulatively  considerable  contribution  to  adverse  2025  cumulative  traffic 
conditions,  and  would  be  considered  a  significant  impact.  That  determination  was  reached  based  on  the 
examination  of  the  traffic  volumes  for  the  vehicle  movements  that  determine  the  overall  level  of  service 
performance  at  the  intersections  projected  to  operate  at  LOS  E  or  F  under  2025  cumulative  conditions. 
The  project  would  add  substantial  numbers  of  vehicles  to  turning  movements  that  determine  the  overall 
LOS  F  perforaiance  (i.e.,  "critical"  movements)  at  these  four  intersections. 

No  feasible  mitigation  is  available  for  the  cumulative  impacts  at  the  above  four  intersections,  as  each 
intersection  is  already  signalized.  Therefore,  this  impact  would  be  significant  and  unavoidable. 

No  other  significant  impacts  were  identified  that  could  not  be  mitigated  to  a  less-than-significant  level. 

D.  Significant  Irreversible  Environmental  Changes  That 
Would  Result  if  the  Proposed  Project  Is  Implemented 

The  project  would  commit  future  generations  to  an  irreversible  commitment  of  energy,  primarily  in  the 
form  of  fossil  fuels  (unless  substantially  replaced  at  some  point  in  the  future)  for  heating  and  cooling  of 
the  building,  for  automobile  and  truck  fiiel,  and  for  energy  production  for  lighting,  computers,  and  other 
equipment  in  the  building  and  in  the  park.  The  project  would  also  require  an  ongoing  commitment  of 
potable  water  for  building  employees  and  visitors.  Additionally,  the  project  would  use  fossil  fuel  during 
demolition  of  the  existing  parking  lot  in  construction  of  the  proposed  project.  Constmction  would  also 
require  the  commitment  of  construction  materials,  such  as  steel,  aluminum,  and  other  metals,  concrete, 
masonry,  lumber,  sand  and  gravel,  and  other  such  materials,  as  well  as  water. 

E.  Areas  of  Controversy  to  Be  Resolved 

On  the  basis  of  public  comments  on  the  NOP,  potential  areas  of  conti  o\  crsy  and  unrcsoh  cd  issues  for 
this  project  include  effects  on  traffic,  transit,  and  parking;  compatibility  with  surrounding  development; 
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noise  and  air  quality  impacts  of  construction,  including  cumulative  construction  impacts;  and  seismic 
safety.  These  issues  are  discussed  in  this  EIR. 

F.  Alternatives 

Alternative  A  -  No  Project  Alternative 

This  alternative  would  entail  no  change  to  the  site,  which  would  remain  in  its  existing  condition.  The 
existing  parking  lot  and  adjacent  loading  dock  would  continue  to  operate  for  the  foreseeable  future. 

Under  this  alternative,  the  project  impacts  that  are  described  in  Chapter  IV  would  not  occur.  In  particular, 
there  would  be  no  significant  traffic  impact,  including  cumulative  impacts;  although  three  study 
intersections  that  currently  operate  at  Level  of  Service  (LOS)  E  or  F  would  continue  to  do  so,  this 
alternative  would  make  no  contribution  to  this  impact.  With  no  excavation,  this  alternative  would  avoid 
the  project's  significant  but  mitigable  effect  on  archeological  resources.  Under  this  alternative,  no  new 
structure  would  be  built,  and  this  alternative  would  therefore  avoid  the  project's  less-than-significant 
impacts  on  aesthetics,  historical  resources,  shadow,  and  wind.  Also,  this  alternative  would  result  in  no 
emissions  of  criteria  pollutants,  and  would  avoid  the  project's  less-than-significant  impacts  on  air  quality. 
Additionally,  none  of  the  other  less-than-significant  impacts  identified  in  Chapter  IV  would  transpire 
under  this  alternative. 

Alternative  B  -  Compliance  with  Planning  Code  Bulk  Limits 

Under  this  alternative,  an  office  tower  would  be  built  with  the  same  office  and  retail  floor  area  as  with  the 
project,  in  a  27-story  building,  compared  to  26  stories  with  the  proposed  project,  and  the  shape  of  the 
building  would  be  tailored  to  the  Downtown  Plan  bulk  limits.  The  office  tower  under  this  alternative 
would  consist  of  three  elements,  as  with  the  project,  but  the  lower  tower  would  have  floor  plates  about 
15  percent  smaller  than  those  of  the  project,  at  17,000  gross  square  feet.  (The  base  and  upper  tower  would 
have  similarly  sized  floor  plates  to  those  of  the  project,  although  the  base  would  occupy  more  floors  than 
with  the  project.).  To  achieve  the  relative  bulk  reductions,  the  lower  tower  would  have  greater  setbacks 
than  those  with  the  project.  Parking  and  loading  would  be  the  same  under  this  alternative  as  with  the 
project.  The  height  of  the  tower  under  this  alternative  would  be  the  same  as  that  of  the  proposed  project — 
approximately  350  feet  plus  mechanical  levels — because,  while  this  alternative  would  have  one  additional 
story,  the  floor-to-floor  heights  would  be  reduced.  Unlike  the  project,  this  alternative  would  comply  with 
the  existing  height  limit  because  the  northwest  comer  of  the  site,  where  the  height  limit  is  1 50  feet,  would 
be  occupied  only  by  the  103-foot-tall  building  base.  With  the  reduced  lower  tower  bulk  compared  to  the 
proposed  project,  this  alternative  would  not  require  an  exception  under  Planning  Code  Section  309  to  the 
bulk  controls  of  Section  270.  As  with  the  proposed  project,  this  alternative  would  include  acquisition  of  a 
portion  of  the  adjacent  631  Howard  Street  parcel  and  demolition  of  the  concrete  loading  dock  on  that  site. 

Effects  of  this  alternative  would  be  the  same  as  or  similar  to  those  of  the  proposed  project.  Effects  related 
to  the  intensity  of  development,  including  transportation  effects  and  effects  on  air  quality,  would  be  the 
same  as  those  of  the  proposed  project.  Like  the  proposed  project,  this  alternative  would  have  a  significant. 
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unmitigablc  impact  on  intersection  level  of  seiA'icc  at  the  intersection  of  Second  and  Harrison  Streets,  and 
would  contribute  considerably  to  significant  cumulative  unavoidable  traffic  impacts  at  the  intersections  of 
HowardThird  Streets,  Howard/New  Montgomery  Streets,  Folsom/Second  Streets,  and  Harrison/Second 
Streets.  Construction-related  air  quality  and  noise  impacts  would  be  less  than  significant  with  mitigation, 
as  with  the  project;  operational  air  quality  and  noise  impacts  would  be  less  than  significant,  also  as  with 
the  project.  Effects  related  to  the  building  design,  including  aesthetics,  historical  resources,  shadow,  and 
wind,  would  be  similar  to  or  slightly  less  substantial  than  those  of  the  proposed  project,  and  would  not  be 
significant.  This  alternative  would  not  result  in  any  new  significant  impacts  that  would  not  arise  with  the 
proposed  project. 

Alternative  C  -  Reduced  Project  Alternative 

This  alternative  would  develop  a  19-story,  250-foot-tall  building  containing  the  same  mix  of  uses  as  the 
proposed  project  and  a  single  basement,  but  no  on-site  parking  would  be  included.  This  ahemative  would 
provide  approximately  335,000  square  feet  of  office  space  (about  325,000  square  feet  of  gross  floor  area) 
and  about  3,000  square  feet  of  restaurant/retail  space  on  the  ground  floor.  The  floor  area  ratio  would  be 
13.6:1 .  Under  this  alternative,  the  new  building  would  be  150  feet  tall  on  the  western  portion  of  the 
project  site,  in  compliance  with  the  existing  height  limit  on  that  part  of  the  site.  Therefore,  this  alternative 
would  not  entail  rezoning  to  change  the  height  limit  of  the  western  portion  of  the  site.  Unlike  the 
proposed  project,  this  alternative  would  not  include  acquisition  of  a  portion  of  the  parcel  occupied  by  the 
adjacent  63 1  Howard  Street  building  and  demolition  of  the  concrete  loading  dock  on  that  site. 

With  25  percent  less  office  space  than  the  proposed  project  and  a  reduction  in  the  amount  of  ground-floor 
restaurant/retail  space,  Alternative  C  would  generate  nearly  30  percent  fewer  peak-hour  vehicle  trips  than 
the  proposed  project,  although  this  would  not  avoid  the  proposed  project's  significant  traffic  impacts  at 
the  intersections  of  Folsom/Second  Streets  and  Harrison/Second  Streets.  As  with  the  project,  the 
Folsom/Sccond  Streets  intersection  impact  could  be  mitigated,  while  this  alternative's  impact  at  the 
Harrison/Second  Streets  intersection  would  be  unavoidable.  This  alternative  would  avoid  the  project's 
impact  at  the  Second/Tehama  Streets  intersection.  Cumulative  traffic  impacts  would  be  reduced, 
compared  to  the  project,  but  this  alternative,  like  the  project,  would  combine  with  the  large  volume  of 
p.m.  peak-hour  Bay  Bridge -bound  traffic  to  resuh  in  significant  cumulative  impacts  at  Folsom/Second 
Streets  and,  likely,  at  Harrison/Second  Streets.  However,  the  project's  contribution  would  not  be 
considerable  for  the  Howard/Third  Streets  or  Howard/New  Montgomeiy  Streets  intersections,  and  the 
cumulative  impact  there  would  be  less  than  significant.  Reduced  vehicle  trips  would  result  in  fewer 
emissions,  compared  to  the  project;  operational  air  quality  impact  would  be  less-than-significant,  as  with 
the  project.  Effects  related  to  the  building  design,  including  aesthetics,  historical  resources,  shadow,  and 
wind,  would  be  less  substantial  those  of  the  proposed  project,  because  the  tower  under  this  alternative 
would  be  about  30  percent  shorter  than  the  Jirojcct  and  would  also  have  less  bulk  at  the  upper  stories.  At 
250  feet,  the  Alternative  C  building  would  cast  considerably  less  shadow  on  Ycrba  Bucna  Gardens  than 
would  the  proposed  project,  thereby  reducing  the  project's  Icss-than-significant  shadow  impacts.  This 
alternative  would  cast  no  new  shadow  on  the  elevated  "City  Park"  planned  atop  the  new  Transit  Center. 
Effects  on  historical  resources  could  also  be  incrementally  reduced,  given  the  shorter  tower's  moderating 
effect,  compared  to  the  project,  on  contrast  with  nearby  historic  buildings;  these  effects  would  be  less- 
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than-significant,  as  with  the  proposed  project.  Wind  effects  would  be  similar  to  those  of  the  proposed 
project,  and  would  be  less  than  significant.  Construction-related  air  quality  and  noise  impacts  would  be 
less  than  significant  with  mitigation,  as  with  the  project.  This  alternative  would  not  result  in  any  new 
significant  impacts  that  would  not  arise  with  the  proposed  project. 

Alternative  D  -  Preservation  Alternative 

Like  the  proposed  project,  this  alternative  would  develop  a  26-story,  350-foot-tall  office  building  with 
ground-floor  restaurant/retail  space.  The  Preservation  Alternative  would  provide  the  same  amount  of 
office  and  retail  space  as  the  proposed  project  and,  also  like  the  project,  would  include  two  basement 
parking  levels.  The  primary  difference  between  this  alternative  and  the  proposed  project  is  that  the 
Preservation  Alternative  is  intended  to  be  more  sympathetic  in  design  to  the  adjacent  631  Howard  Street 
building  and  to  the  New  Montgomery-Second  Street  Historic  District  and  the  Second  and  Howard  Streets 
National  District:  the  Preservation  Alternative  would  feature  a  more  traditional  design  of  so-called 
"punched"  windows,  using  precast  concrete  panels,  and  a  building  base  designed  as  a  distinct  seven-story 
element  consistent  in  height,  massing,  and  character  with  nearby  historic  structures.  At  the  comer  of 
Second  and  Howard  Streets,  the  base  would  include  a  series  of  bays  delineated  with  pilasters  and 
containing  horizontally  oriented  windows.  The  overall  effect  would  be  that,  from  ground  level,  the  base 
would  "read"  almost  as  a  separate  structure  at  the  comer  of  Second  and  Howard  Streets.  As  with  the 
project,  the  floor  area  ratio  would  be  18:1.  Like  the  proposed  project,  this  altemative  would  entail 
rezoning  and  a  General  Plan  height  map  amendment  to  change  the  height  limit  of  the  western  portion  of 
the  site  from  150  feet  to  350  feet  and  would  include  acquisition  of  a  portion  of  the  parcel  occupied  by  the 
adjacent  631  Howard  Sfreet  building  and  demolition  of  the  concrete  loading  dock  on  that  site. 

The  Preservation  Altemative  would  reduce  the  proposed  project's  less-than-significant  historical 
resources  impact  on  the  63 1  Howard  Street  building  and  on  the  nearby  historic  districts  due  to  the 
inclusion  of  a  relatively  strongly  defined  base,  of  traditional  design  and  set  off  from  the  remainder  of  the 
tower  by  an  upper  comice  and  setbacks.  Additionally,  the  design  of  the  Preservation  Altemative  would  be 
more  sympathetic  to  63 1  Howard  Street  than  would  the  proposed  project.  With  the  same  office  floor  area, 
the  same  restaurant/retail  space,  and  the  same  number  of  parking  spaces  as  the  proposed  project,  the 
Preservation  Altemative  would  have  the  same  impacts  related  to  the  intensity  of  development  as  the 
proposed  project.  Like  the  project,  this  altemative  would  result  in  significant  traffic  impacts  at  the 
intersections  of  Folsom/Second  Streets,  Second/Tehama  Streets,  and  Harrison/Second  Streets.  As  with  the 
project,  the  first  two  intersection  impacts  could  be  mitigated,  while  this  altemative' s  impact  at  the 
Harrison/Second  Streets  intersection  would  be  unavoidable,  because  of  the  heavy  p.m.  peak-hour  traffic 
flow  destined  for  the  Bay  Bridge.  Cumulative  traffic  impacts  would  also  be  the  same  as  those  of  the 
project  (significant  cumulative  impacts  at  Folsom/Second  Streets,  Howard/Third  Streets,  Howard/New 
Montgomery  Streets,  and  Harrison/Second  Streets).  Constmction-related  air  quality  and  noise  impacts 
would  be  less  than  significant  with  mitigation,  as  with  the  project;  operational  air  quality  and  noise 
impacts  would  be  less  than  significant,  also  as  with  the  project.  Shadow  impacts  would  be  similar  to  those 
of  the  project,  while  the  additional  setbacks  in  this  altemative  could  be  expected  to  incrementally  reduce 
ground-level  winds,  compared  to  the  project.  This  altemafive  would  not  result  in  any  new  significant 
impacts  that  would  not  arise  with  the  proposed  project. 
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Alternative  E  -  No-Rezoning  Alternative 

This  altcmati\  e  would  entail  development  of  an  office  tower  of  comparable  height  and  density  to  w  ith  the 
proposed  project,  but  to  comply  with  the  existing  height  limit  on  the  northwestern  portion  of  the  site,  this 
alternative  would  be  limited  to  150  feet  in  height  in  this  area  and  would  add  one  story  of  office  space  (the 
building  would  be  27  stories  tall,  compared  to  26  stories  for  the  project,  with  reduced  floor  heights). 
Accordingly,  under  this  alternative,  the  building  would  be  set  back  about  45  feet  from  the  western 
property  line  at  a  height  of  about  90  feet,  resulting  in  several  floors  having  lesser  area  than  the  same 
floors  in  the  proposed  project.  To  make  up  for  this  loss  of  floor  area,  the  building  base  would 
accommodate  an  additional  floor,  compared  to  the  project,  for  an  overall  height  (in  feet)  and  density  that 
would  be  equivalent  to  the  proposed  project.  Compared  to  the  proposed  project,  this  alternative  would 
shift  the  apparent  bulk  of  the  tower  towards  the  comer  of  Second  and  Howard  Streets.  Like  the  proposed 
project,  this  alternative  would  require  an  exception  under  Planning  Code  Section  309  to  the  bulk  controls 
of  Section  270,  for  the  lower  tower.  The  development  program  under  this  alternative  would  be  the  same 
as  that  of  the  project,  and  this  alternative  would  include  acquisition  of  a  portion  of  the  631  Howard  Street 
parcel  and  demolition  of  the  loading  dock  on  that  site. 

With  the  same  office  floor  area,  the  same  restaurant/retail  space,  and  the  same  number  of  parking  spaces 
as  the  proposed  project,  the  No-Rezoning  Alternative  would  have  the  same  impacts  related  to  the 
intensity  of  de\  elopment  as  the  proposed  project.  Like  the  project,  this  aliemati\  e  would  result  in 
significant  traffic  impacts  at  the  intersections  of  Folsom  Second  Streets.  Second  Tehama  Streets,  and 
Harrison/Second  Streets.  As  with  the  project,  the  first  two  intersection  impacts  could  be  mitigated,  w  hile 
this  alternative's  impact  at  the  Harrison/Second  Streets  intersection  would  be  una\  oidable,  because  of  the 
heavy  p.m.  peak-hour  traffic  flow  destined  for  the  Bay  Bridge.  Cumulative  traffic  impacts  would  also  be 
the  same  as  those  of  the  project  (significant  cumulative  impacts  at  Folsom  Second  Streets.  Howard  Third 
Streets.  Howard/New  .Montgomery  Streets,  and  Harrison  Second  Streets).  This  alternative  would 
construct  a  seven-story.  90-foot-tall  portion  of  the  building  immediately  adjacent  to  the  50-foot-tall 
63 1  Howard  Street  building,  creating  greater  contrast  with  the  historic  building  than  would  occur  with  the 
proposed  project.  However,  because  this  alternative  w  ould  shift  the  mass  of  the  tower  some  45  feet  east  of 
631  Howard  Street,  the  effect  on  historical  resources  would  be  less  than  significant.  Likewise,  with  regard 
to  the  adjacent  and  nearby  historic  districts,  and  as  with  the  proposed  project,  this  alternative  would  h?ve 
a  less-than-significant  impact,  as  the  project  site  is  outside  both  districts  and  because  the  seven-story 
element  would  be  comparable  in  height  to  buildings  across  Howard  Street.  Visual  impacts  would  be 
similar  to  those  of  the  project,  because  the  overall  massing  would  be  similar  to  that  of  the  project. 
Construction-related  air  quality  and  noise  impacts  would  be  less  than  significant  with  mitigation,  as  with 
the  project;  operational  air  quality  and  noise  impacts  would  be  less  than  significant,  also  as  with  the 
project. 

Environmentally  Superior  Alternative 

The  Reduced  Project  Alternative  (Alternative  C)  would  a\oid  the  project's  impact  at  the  intersection  of 
Second' Tehama  Streets  and  the  project's  considerable  contribution  significant  cumulati\e  impacts  at 
Howard/Third  and  Howard/New  Montgomery  Streets.  However,  this  alternative  could  potentially  result 
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in  greater  greenhouse  gas  emissions  and  regional  traffic  impacts,  although  it  would  be  speculatix  c  to 
conclude  that  these  impacts  would  be  significant  and  adverse. 
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Introduction 


This  environmental  impact  report  (EIR)  analyzes  potential  environmental  effects  associated  with  the 
proposed  222  Second  Street  project,  which  involves  the  removal  of  an  existing  parking  lot  at  the 
southwest  comer  of  Second  and  Howard  Streets  in  San  Francisco,  and  construction  of  an  approximately 
350-foot-tall  office  building  containing  approximately  430,650  square  feet  of  office  space,  about 
4,600  square  feet  of  retail  space,  and  two  levels  of  basement  parking  (about  54  spaces;  parking  for 
80  \  chicles  with  valet  operations).  Further  detail  regarding  the  proposed  project  components  that  fonn  the 
basis  for  the  EIR  analysis  are  discussed  in  depth  in  Chapter  II,  Project  Description. 


A.  Environmental  Review 

The  San  Francisco  Planning  Department  is  serving  as  Lead  Agency  responsible  for  administering  the 
environmental  review  for  the  proposed  project.  The  California  Environmental  Quality  Act  (CEQA) 
requires  that  before  a  decision  can  be  made  to  approve  a  project  that  would  pose  potential  adverse 
physical  effects,  an  EIR  must  be  prepared  that  fully  describes  the  environmental  effects  of  the  project. 
The  EIR  is  a  public  infonnation  document  for  use  by  governmental  agencies  and  the  public  to  identify 
and  evaluate  potential  environmental  impacts  of  a  project,  to  recommend  mitigation  measures  to  lessen  or 
eliminate  significant  adverse  impacts,  and  to  examine  feasible  alternatives  to  the  project.  The  information 
contained  in  the  EIR  is  reviewed  and  considered  by  the  Lead  Agency  prior  to  a  decision  to  approve, 
disapprove,  or  modify  the  proposed  project.  CEQA  requires  that  the  Lead  Agency  shall  neither  approve 
nor  implement  a  project  unless  the  project's  significant  environmental  effects  have  been  reduced  to  a  less- 
than-significant  level,  essentially  "eliminating,  avoiding,  or  substantially  lessening"  the  expected  impact, 
except  when  certain  findings  are  made.  If  the  Lead  Agency  approves  a  project  that  will  result  in  the 
occurrence  of  significant  adverse  impacts  that  cannot  be  mitigated  to  less-than-significant  levels,  the 
agency  must  state  the  reasons  for  its  action  in  writing,  demonstrate  that  its  action  is  based  on  the  EIR  or 
other  infonnation  in  the  record,  and  adopt  a  Statement  of  Overriding  Considerations. 

rhc  project  sponsor  filed  an  application  on  September  12,  2006,  for  the  environmental  evaluation  of  the 
proposed  222  Second  Street  project.  On  May  19,  2007,  the  Planning  Department  sent  a  Notice  of 
Preparation  (NOP)  to  governmental  agencies  and  organizations  and  persons  interested  in  the  project.  The 
NOP  is  included  as  Appendix  A  of  this  EIR.  The  NOP  requested  agencies  and  interested  parties  to 
comment  on  environmental  issues  that  should  be  addressed  in  the  EIR.  The  comment  letters  rccci\  cd  in 
response  to  the  Initial  Study  and  the  NOP  are  available  for  review  as  part  of  Case  File  No.  2006. 1 106E. 
Tiic  Planning  Department  also  conducted  a  public  scoping  meeting,  on  .iune  6.  2007.  to  rccci\  c  oral 
comments  on  the  scope  of  the  EIR.  Comments  requested  that  the  EIR  analyze  tiic  following: 
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•  Effects  on  traffic,  transit,  and  parking  (see  Section  IV. E,  Transportation) 

•  Compatibility  with  surrounding  development  (see  Section  IV. A,  Land  Use) 

•  Noise  and  air  quality  impacts  of  construction,  including  cumulative  construction  impacts  (sec 
Section  IV. F,  Noise,  and  Section  IV. G,  Air  Quality) 

•  Seismic  safety  (see  Section  IV.N,  Geology,  Soils,  and  Seismicity). 

The  City  has  considered  the  public  comments  made  by  the  public  in  preparing  the  Draft  EIR  for  the 
proposed  project. 

B.  Purpose  of  This  EIR 

This  EIR  is  intended  as  an  informational  document,  that  in  and  of  itself  does  not  determine  whether  a 
project  will  be  approved,  but  aids  the  planning  and  decision-making  process  by  disclosing  the  potential 
for  significant  and  adverse  impacts.  In  conformance  with  CEQA,  California  Public  Resources  Code, 
Section  21000  et.  seq.,  this  EIR  provides  objective  information  addressing  the  environmental 
consequences  of  the  project  and  identifies  possible  means  of  reducing  or  avoiding  its  potentially 
significant  impacts. 

Specific  technical  studies  prepared  for  the  environmental  analysis  of  the  222  Second  Street  project 
include  a  transportation  study  by  Environmental  Science  Associates  (2009);  historical  resources 
background  reports  by  Frederick  Knapp,  AIA  (2008)  and  Kelley  &  VerPlanck  (2009);  a  Historical 
Resources  Evaluation  Responses  prepared  by  the  San  Francisco  Planning  Department  (2009);  and  wind 
analyses  by  Environmental  Science  Associates  (2007,  2008,  and  2009).  These  technical  studies  are 
detailed  data  reports  and  are  available  for  review  with  the  San  Francisco  Planning  Department,  in  Case 
File  No.  2006.1 106E. 

The  state  CEQA  Guidelines  (California  Code  of  Regulations,  Title  14,  Division  6,  Chapter  3, 
Section  15000  et.  seq.)  help  define  the  role  and  expectations  of  this  EIR  as  follows: 

Information  Document.  An  EIR  is  an  informational  document  which  will  inform  public  agency 
decision-makers  and  the  public  generally  of  the  significant  environmental  effect(s)  of  a  project, 
identify  possible  ways  to  minimize  the  significant  effects,  and  describe  reasonable  alternatives  to 
the  project.  The  public  agency  shall  consider  the  information  in  the  EIR  along  with  other 
information  which  may  be  presented  to  the  agency  (Section  15121(a)). 

Standards  for  Adequacy  of  an  EIR,  An  EIR  should  be  prepared  with  a  sufficient  degree  of 
analysis  to  provide  decision-makers  with  information,  which  enables  them  to  make  a  decision 
which  intelligently  takes  account  of  environmental  consequences.  An  evaluation  of  the 
environmental  effects  of  a  proposed  project  need  not  be  exhaustive,  but  the  sufficiency  of  an  EIR  is 
to  be  reviewed  in  the  light  of  what  is  reasonably  feasible.  Disagreement  among  experts  does  not 
make  an  EIR  inadequate,  but  the  EIR  should  summarize  the  main  points  of  disagreement  among  the 
experts.  The  courts  have  looked  not  for  perfection  but  for  adequacy,  completeness,  and  a  good  faith 
effort  at  full  disclosure  (Section  15151). 

The  CEQA  Guidelines,  Section  15382,  define  a  significant  effect  on  the  environment  as  "a  substantial,  or 
potentially  substantial,  adverse  change  in  any  of  the  physical  conditions  within  the  area  affected  by  the 
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project...."  Therefore,  in  identifying  the  significant  impacts  of  the  project,  this  EIR  concentrates  on  its 
substantial  physical  effects  and  upon  mitigation  measures  to  avoid,  reduce,  or  otherwise  alleviate  those  effects. 

C.  Organization  of  the  Draft  EIR 

This  Draft  EIR  has  been  organized  as  follows: 

Summary.  This  chapter  summarizes  the  EIR  by  providing  a  concise  overview  of  the  project, 
including  the  project  description,  the  environmental  impacts  that  would  result  from  the  project, 
mitigation  measures  identified  to  reduce  or  eliminate  these  impacts,  and  ahematives  to  the  proposed 
project. 

Chapter  1,  Introduction.  This  chapter  (above)  and  the  contents  herein,  including  a  discussion  of 
En\  ironmental  Review,  a  summary  of  the  comments  received  on  the  scope  of  the  EIR,  and  the 
organization  of  the  EIR. 

Chapter  2,  Project  Description.  This  chapter  discusses  the  project  objectives,  provides 
background  data  on  the  project  location,  describes  the  operational  and  physical  characteristics  of 
the  Master  Plan,  and  identifies  required  project  approvals. 

Chapter  3,  Plans  and  Policies.  This  chapter  provides  a  summary  of  the  applicable  plans,  poHcies, 
and  regulations  of  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  (City),  and  regional,  state,  and  federal 
agencies  that  have  policy  and  regulatory  control  over  the  project  site  and  discusses  the  proposed 
project's  consistency  with  those  policies. 

Chapter  4,  Environmental  Setting  and  Impacts.  This  chapter  describes  the  project's  existing 
setting,  environmental  impacts,  and  cumulative  impacts.  Each  environmental  topic  is  discussed  in  a 
separate  section  within  this  chapter. 

Chapter  5,  Other  CEQA  Considerations.  This  chapter  presents  any  growth-inducement  that 
would  result  from  the  proposed  project,  recapitulates  the  significant  environmental  effects  that 
cannot  be  mitigated  to  a  less-than-significant  level,  presents  significant  irreversible  changes  that 
would  result  if  the  project  is  implemented,  and  presents  any  areas  of  controversy  left  to  be  resolved. 

Chapter  6,  Alternatives.  This  chapter  presents  alternatives  to  the  proposed  project,  including  the 
No  Project  Alternative,  the  Mason  Street  Narrowing  Alternative,  and  the  Preservation  Alternative. 

Appendices. 

D.  Public  Participation 

The  state  CEQA  Guidelines  and  Chapter  3 1  of  the  San  Francisco  Administrative  Code  encourage  public 
participation  in  the  planning  and  environmental  review  processes.  The  City  will  provide  opportunities  for 
the  public  to  present  comments  and  concerns  regarding  the  CEQA  and  planning  process.  These 
opportunities  will  occur  during  a  public  review  and  comment  period  and  a  public  hearing  before  the 
San  Francisco  Planning  Commission.  Written  public  comments  may  be  submitted  to  the  Planning 
Department  during  the  specified  public  review  and  comment  period  (indicated  on  the  cover  of  this  DEIR), 
and  written  and  oral  comments  may  be  presented  at  public  hearings  concerning  the  project. 
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Project  Description 

The  project  sponsor,  TS  222  Second  Street,  L.P.,  proposes  to  construct  a  26-story,  approximately 
350-foot-tall  office  tower  containing  approximately  430,650  square  feet  of  office  space.  The  project 
would  also  include  retail  space  and  an  enclosed  publicly  accessible  open  space  at  the  ground  floor,  and 
two  levels  of  sub-grade  parking  containing  54  parking  spaces  (capacity  for  approximately  80  vehicles 
with  valet  parking  operation).  The  building  would  be  constructed  to  the  standards  required  for  a  LEED'^ 
(Leadership  in  Energy  Efficient  Design)  Version  2.2  Gold  rating.^ 

A.  Site  Location  and  Project  Characteristics 
Site  Location 

The  project  site  is  located  on  the  southwest  comer  of  Howard  and  Second  Streets  in  what  is  becoming 
known  as  the  South  Financial  District.^  The  23,925-square-foot  project  site  is  generally  square,  except 
where  the  western  property  line  jogs  eastward  by  20  feet  at  the  southwest  comer  of  the  lot.  (As  described 
below,  the  project  sponsor  plans  to  expand  the  existing  site  by  acquiring  this  [20-foot-by-82. 5-foot] 
portion  of  the  adjacent  property.)  The  site  slopes  from  south  to  north  at  a  grade  of  approximately 
five  percent.  Elevation  at  the  comer  of  Second  and  Howard  Streets  is  14  feet,  SFD.^ 

The  project  site  (Assessor's  Block  3735,  Lot  63)  is  within  the  C-3-0  (SD)  Downtown  Office  (Special 
Development)  District.  Most  of  the  site  is  within  the  350-S  height  and  bulk  district  (350-foot  height  limit; 
bulk  limits  for  base,  lower,  and  upper  towers  are  set  forth  in  San  Francisco  Planning  Code 
Section  270(d),  while  the  northwest  comer  of  the  site  is  within  a  150-S  height  and  bulk  district  (150-foot 
height  limit;  bulk  limits  Planning  Code  per  Section  270(d)).  The  site,  which  has  frontages  on  Second, 
Howard,  and  Tehama  Streets,  is  currently  occupied  by  a  surface  parking  lot.  There  are  no  buildings  on  the 
project  site  other  than  a  small  parking  lot  attendant's  shed,  nor  are  there  any  trees  or  other  vegetation  on 
the  site,  with  the  exception  of  low  shrubs  planted  around  the  perimeter  of  the  parking  lot.  Figure  1  shows 


The  LEED  "Green  Building  Rating  System"  is  a  national  standard  for  the  design,  construction  and  operation  of  so-called 
"green"  buildings  that  is  intended  to  promote  sustainable  development  by  recognizing  performance  in  five  areas  of  human 
and  environmental  health:  sustainable  site  development,  water  savings.  energ>'  efficiency,  materials  selection  and  indoor 
environmental  quality.  Gold  is  the  second  highest  rating  in  the  LEED  system.  (Information  about  the  LEED  rating  system 
obtained  from  the  U.S.  Green  Building  Council  at  http:  "\vu'w. usgbc.org/LEED.  accessed  on  Februar\-  6.  2008. 
Consistent  with  San  Francisco  practice.  Market  Street  and  streets  parallel  are  considered  east-west  streets.  Thus.  Howard 
Street  runs  east-west,  and  Second  Street  runs  north-south. 

San  Francisco  City  Datum  (SFD)  establishes  the  City's  zero  point  for  surveying  purposes  at  approximately  8.6  feet  above 
the  mean  sea  level  established  by  1929  U.S.  Geological  Survey  datum. 
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the  project  location,  as  well  as  that  of  a  1,650-square-foot  portion  of  an  adjacent  property  that  the  project 
sponsor  proposes  to  add  to  the  project  site. 

Project  Characteristics 

The  proposed  26-story  building  would  have  office  uses  on  floors  two  through  26  and  approximately 
4,600  square  feet  of  retail  space  on  the  ground  level,  proposed  for  restaurant  or  retail  use  (and  assumed 
herein  for  purposes  of  a  conservative  analysis  of  transportation  impacts  to  be  restaurant  space).  The 
double-height  (24-foot-tall)  ground  floor  would  also  contain  approximately  8,745  square  feet  of  enclosed 
publicly  accessible  "indoor  park"  space  (publicly  accessible  indoor  space  with  seating)  to  meet  the 
project's  Planning  Code  open  space  requirement,  in  addition  to  the  building  lobby,  a  loading  dock  with 
two  off-street  freight  loading  spaces  and  one  (smaller)  service  vehicle  space,  and  building  support  space, 
including  trash  and  recycling  facilities.  Pedestrian  entrances  to  the  building  lobby  would  be  at  the  center 
of  the  Second  Street  frontage,  along  the  Howard  Street  frontage,  and  on  Second  Street  near  Howard 
Street;  these  last  two  locations  would  also  provide  access  to  the  interior  open  space.  Pedestrian  access  to 
the  restaurant  space  would  be  from  Second  Street  near  Tehama  Street.  Vehicle  access  to  the  proposed 
below-grade  parking  would  be  via  a  two-way  ramp  from  Tehama  Street,  at  the  southwest  comer  of  the 
project  site.  Freight  loading  access  would  also  be  from  Tehama  Street,  where  the  loading  dock  would  be 
located.  Figure  2  depicts  the  proposed  ground  floor  plan. 

The  proposed  building  would  be  generally  rectilinear  in  plan  view,  with  setbacks  of  differing  extent  on 
each  of  the  four  facades.  Figure  3  presents  typical  upper-story  floor  plans  for  the  proposed  project's  lower 
and  upper  towers  (as  defined  in  the  Planning  Code). 

The  project  sponsor  proposes  to  acquire  and  incorporate  into  the  project  site  a  1,650-square-foot  (20-foot- 
by-82. 5-foot)  portion  of  the  adjacent  property  (Lot  5  in  Assessor's  Block  3735),  which  would  increase 
the  size  of  the  project  site  to  25,575  square  feet,  and  to  demolish  the  existing  loading  dock  at  631  Howard 
Street,  which  occupies  the  portion  of  the  adjacent  parcel  to  be  acquired.  Assuming  the  increase  in  the  size 
of  the  project  site,  the  proposed  building  would  occupy  approximately  90  percent  of  the  site.  The 
proposed  project's  garage  entrance  would  be  via  a  driveway  off  Tehama  Street  that  would  be  open  to  the 
sky  and  constructed  at  the  existing  location  of  this  loading  dock."^  The  project's  proposed  restaurant/retail 
component  would  occupy  the  ground  floor  at  the  comer  of  Second  and  Tehama  Streets,  at  the  opposite 
end  of  the  Tehama  Street  frontage  from  the  garage  driveway. 

The  building  would  contain  approximately  522,350  square  feet  of  total  building  floor  area,  with  about 
430,650  "gross  square  feet"  (square  feet  of  gross  floor  area)  of  office  space  measured  in  accordance  with 
the  San  Francisco  Planning  Code,  Section  102.9.  A  total  of  8,61 3  square  feet  of  publicly  accessible  open 
space  would  be  required  to  meet  the  Planning  Code  requirement  of  one  square  foot  per  50  square  feet  of 
gross  floor  area  in  the  C-3  Districts,  and  the  project,  with  approximately  8,745  square  feet  of  indoor 


The  single-story  loading  dock  to  be  demolished  was  not  part  of  the  original  construction  of  the  63 1  Howard  Street  building 
but  was  added  later  to  the  southeastern  comer  of  that  building. 
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SOURCES:  Thomas  Phifer  and  Partners.  Heller  Manus  Architects 
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park  space,  would  exceed  this  requirement.  The  Planning  Code  (Section  138)  and  Downtown  Plan 
element  of  the  San  Francisco  General  Plan  consider  an  enclosed  indoor  park  to  be  one  fonn  of  "open 
space"  that  may  be  used  for  the  purposes  of  satisfying  this  requirement,  assuming  applicable  guidelines 
are  met.-"' 

Table  1,  p.  10,  summarizes  the  characteristics  of  the  project  and  compliance  with  certain  applicable 
Planning  Code  requirements  for  downtown  high-rise  buildings. 

About  27.930  square  feet  of  parking  would  be  provided  in  two  basement  levels  beneath  the  project  site, 
with  access  provided  via  a  two-way  driveway  from  Tehama  Street  at  the  southwest  comer  of  the  project 
site  (see  Figure  4,  p.  11).  The  basement  levels  would  include  a  total  of  54  marked  parking  spaces,  with 
capacity  for  approximately  80  vehicles  with  valet  parking  operation.  The  basement  would  also  include 
approximately  46  bicycle  parking  spaces,  which  would  exceed  the  requirement  of  Planning  Code 
Section  1 55.4(d). ^  The  proposed  floor  area  devoted  to  off-street  parking  would  be  equal  to  the  maximum 
permitted  7  percent  of  building  gross  floor  area  pursuant  to  Planning  Code  Section  151.1.  Three  off-street 
loading  spaces  would  be  provided  on  Tehama  Street  (two  for  trucks  and  one  smaller  space  for  a  "service 
van"),  and  three  additional  service  van  spaces  would  be  provided  in  the  basement;  together,  these  spaces 
would  meet  the  Planning  Code  requirement  under  Section  152.1. 

As  proposed,  the  project  would  be  a  rectilinear  tower  of  diminishing  bulk  from  the  building  base  to  a 
height  of  approximately  350  feet.^  At  the  fifth  floor,  at  a  height  of  approximately  60  feet  above  street 
grade,  the  north  facade  of  the  building  would  be  set  back  5  feet  from  Howard  Street  and  the  west  facade 
would  be  set  back  approximately  20  feet  from  the  westerly  property  line.  At  the  1 7th  story  (about  220  feet 
above  grade),  the  east  facade  would  be  set  back  24.5  feet  from  Second  Street,  and  the  south  fafade  would 
be  set  back  44.5  feet  from  Tehama  Street.  In  addition,  the  fifth  floor  would  include  a  5-foot  recess,  or 
"reveal,"  on  all  four  facades,  intended  to  emphasize  a  visual  break  above  the  first  four  stories  of  the 
building  and  thereby  establish  a  sense  of  continuity  with  nearby  historic  structures  by  responding  to 
prevailing  cornice  line  heights. 

The  proposed  setbacks  would  generally  be  consistent  with  the  direction  for  building  massing  contained  in 
the  Downtown  Plan  element  of  the  San  Francisco  General  Plan,  but  would  not  be  fully  consistent  with 
the  bulk  requirements  of  Planning  Code  Section  270,  which  implements  the  Downtown  Plan.  Therefore, 
bulk  exceptions  would  be  required  because  the  project  would  not  meet  certain  bulk  limits  established  in 
Planning  Code  Section  270(d)  for  floor  plates  and  horizontal  dimensions  of  the  tower.  At  the  lower  tower 
(103  feet  to  220  feet  in  height,  or  floors  8  through  16,  in  accordance  with  Section  270),  the  project  would 


The  Do\MHown  Plan  (Table  1.  Guidelines  for  Downtown  Open  Spaee)  states  that  an  Indoor  Park  should  ha\  c.  among  other 
qualities,  at  least  one  street-facing  glass  wall  and  be  accessible  from  street  le\  cl:  contain  at  least  1.000  sq.  ft.  and  be  at  least 
20  feet  tall:  pro\  ide  food  ser\  ice  and  adequate  seating,  sunlight,  and  \  cntilation:  and  include  design  features. 
Section  155.4(d)  requires  12  bicycle  parking  spaces  for  new  offices  buildings  of  greater  than  50,000  square  feet. 
Planning  Code  Section  102.12  pemiits  a  building  height  to  be  measured,  from  a  street  on  a  lot  sloping  dow  n  from  the  street 
(such  as  Tehama  Street,  in  this  case)  for  up  to  a  depth  of  100  feet  or  half  the  distance  to  the  opposing  street  (How  ard  Street). 
Under  Section  102.12.  the  remainder  of  the  building  must  be  measured  from  the  opposing  street.  The  350-foot  building 
height  IS  the  maximum  roof  height  measured  from  Howard  Street,  excluding  a  20-foot-tall  mechanical  penthouse  and  screen, 
which  would  brmg  the  apparent  height  to  370  feet. 
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TABLE  1 

PROJECT  CHARACTERISTICS  AND  PLANNING  CODE  COMPLIANCE 


Gross  Building  Area  (GSF) 

Gross  Floor  Ares  (GFA)^ 

Office 

25  stories 

447,870  sq.  ft. 

430,650  sq.  ft. 

Retail  (Restaurant) 

Ground  floor  (part) 

4,600  sq.  ft. 

0 

Parl<ing  ^ 

54  spaces 

27,930  sq.  ft. 

0 

Bldg.  services 

Basement 

18,125  sq.  ft. 

0 

Loading 

2  spaces  +  4  van  spaces 

3,895  sq.ft. 

0 

Lobby/Interior  open  space 

Ground  Floor  (remainder) 

14,335  sq.ft. 

0 

Mech.  Penthouse 

Equipment  room 

5,600  sq.  ft. 

0 

TOTAL 

— 

522,355  sq.  ft. 

430,650  sq  ft. 

Site  area 

23,925  sq.ft.  (exist.) 

25,575  sq.  ft.  (prop.)  ^ 

Parameter 

Permitted 

Proposed 

Height  (feetf 

350  feet 

350  feet 

Height  (stories) 

— 

26 

+  2  bsmt. 

+  2  mech.  p'hse. 

Bull<  (Sec.  270(e)) 

Lower  Tower  (103  feet  ^  to  220  feet  9  in  height) 

Maximum  horizontal  dimension 

160  feet 

156  feet,  6  inches 

Maximum  diagonal  dimension 

190  feet 

206  feet,  4  inches 

Maximum  average  floor  plate 

17,000  sq.  ft. 

20,429  sq.  ft. 

Maximum  floor  size,  any  lower-tower  floor 

20,000  sq.  ft. 

20,429  sq.  ft. 

Upper  Tower  (above  220  feet  in  height) 

Maximum  horizontal  dimension 

130  feet 

115  feet 

Maximum  diagonal  dimension 

1 60  feet 

159  feet,  Z  inches 

Maximum  average  floor  plate 

12,000  sq.  ft. 

12,000  sq.  ft. 

Maximum  floor  size,  any  upper-tower  floor 

17,000  sq.  ft. 

12,000  sq.  ft. 

Minimum  volume  reduction  required  in  upper  tower 

42  percent 

41.3  percent 

(compared  to  straight  extension  of  lower  tower) 

Floor  Area  Ratio  (Sees.  124  8 

.  128)' 

18.0:1 

18.0:1 ' 

Off-Street  Vehicle  Parking  (Sec.  151.1) 

7  percent  of  gross  floor 

27,930  sq.  ft. 

area,  or  30,146  sq.  ft.  max. 

Bicycle  Parking  (Sec.  155.4) 

12 

46 

Parameter 

Required 

Proposed 

Open  Space  (Sec.  138) 

8,615  sq.ft. 

8,745  sq.  ft. 

Shadow  (Sec.  146) 

62  degree  plane  at  132  feet 

None 

above  grade 

Off-street  Freight  Loading  (Sec.  152.1) 

4 

2  spaces  +  4  van  spaces 

Separation  of  Towers  (Sec.  132.1(c)) 

19  feet 

20  feet 

NOTE:  All  figures  rounded. 

^  Gross  floor  area  (GFA)  is  calculated  for  Planning  Code  compliance  purposes  (per  Sec.  102.9)  and  excludes  certain  portions  of  the  building, 
including  accessory  parking  and  loading  space,  mechanical  and  building  storage  space,  ground-floor  lobby  space  and  5,000  gross  square  feet  of 
ground-floor  "convenience"  retail  space.  Office  GFA  excludes  aggregate  of  17,220  sq.  ft.  of  mechanical  space  at  all  office  floors. 
Space  for  approximately  80  vehicles  would  be  provided  if  valet  parking  were  offered. 

Planning  Code  Section  153(a)(6)  allows  the  substitution  in  C-3  Districts  of  two  service  vehicle  spaces  for  each  required  off-street  freight  loading 
space,  provided  that  a  minimum  of  50  percent  of  the  required  number  of  spaces  are  provided  for  freight  loading.  Therefore,  the  project  would  meet 
the  Code  requirement  of  four  spaces. 

Proposed  lot  size  assumes  project  sponsor's  acquisition  of  1 ,650-sq.-ft.  portion  of  adjacent  lot  to  the  west. 
®  Proposed  height  excludes  mechanical  penthouse  and  screen  (up  to  20  feet). 

Building  base  height,  measured  according  to  the  Planning  Code,  is  1.25  times  the  width  of  Second  Street  (82.5  feet),  or  103  feet. 
9  Lower  tower,  measured  according  to  the  Planning  Code,  extends  from  top  of  base  to  approximately  220  feet. 

Dimensions  in  excess  of  permitted  maximums  require  exceptions  under  Planning  Code  Sections  309  and  272. 
'    Basic  permitted  floor  area  ratio  is  6.0:1:  FAR  of  up  to  18.0:1  is  permitted  with  transfer  of  development  nghts,  proposed  as  part  of  project. 
J    No  development  rights  are  associated  with  the  631  Howard  Street  loading  dock,  according  to  a  Zoning  Administrator  determination. 

Minimum  setback  required  from  center  line  of  abutting  street(s)  and  from  interior  property  line(s). 

SOURCES:  San  Francisco  Planning  Code  Section  270(d);  Heller  Manus  Architects;  Thomas  Phifer  and  Partners 
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have  a  maximum  diagonal  dimension  of  206  feet,  4  inches,  which  would  exceed  the  permitted  maximum 
of  190  feet.  Additionally,  the  maximum  and  average  floor  plate  size  of  20,429  square  feet  would  exceed 
the  permitted  areas  of  17,000  square  feet  and  20,000  square  feet,  respectively.  However,  the  maximum 
plan  length  of  156  feet,  6  inches  feet  would  comply  with  the  permitted  maximum  of  160  feet.  At  the 
upper  tower  (above  220  feet  in  height,  or  floors  17  through  26),  the  project  would  be  consistent  with  the 
requirements  of  Section  270(d).  Moreover,  the  building  would  provide  slightly  less  than  the  required 
overall  volume  reduction  at  the  upper  tower:  the  volume  of  the  upper  tower  would  be  reduced  by 
41.3  percent,  compared  to  the  volume  that  would  occur  if  the  average  floor  size  of  the  lower  tower  were 
extended  to  the  roof,  whereas  the  Code  requirement  for  reduction  is  42  percent  (see  Table  1).  Therefore, 
the  proposed  project  would  require  exceptions  to  the  bulk  limits,  as  is  permitted  under  Planning  Code 
Section  309.  The  proposed  project  would,  however,  meet  the  requirements  of  Planning  Code 
Section  132.1(c)  with  regard  to  separation  of  towers  (based  upon  setbacks  from  the  center  line  of  Howard, 
Second,  and  Tehama  Streets  and  from  the  western  interior  property  line).  The  Code  requirement,  based  on 
the  building's  350-foot  height,  is  a  minimum  tower  setback  of  19  feet,  while  the  project  would  provide  a 
minimum  setback  of  20  feet  from  the  western  interior  property  line,  and  at  least  20  feet  from  any  of  the 
abutting  streets.^ 

The  project  would  be  clad  in  an  energy  efficient  insulated  glass  unit  curtain  wall,  with  vertically  oriented, 
overlapping  glass  panels  and  internal  horizontal  metal  rails.  The  ground  floor  exterior  would  be 
differentiated  by  a  pattern  of  larger,  clear  glass  panels,  including  full-height  doors  along  Howard  Street 
that  would  slide  open  to  provide  access  to  the  public  open  space  inside.  The  ground  floor  glazing  would 
be  divided  by  wide  columns  and  topped  by  a  belt  course^  that  would  delineate  the  top  of  the  ground  floor. 
Figures  5  and  6,  pp.  13  and  14,  depict  the  principal  (Second  Street  and  Howard  Street)  elevations  of  the 
proposed  project. 

It  is  anticipated  that  the  proposed  project  would  be  constructed  atop  a  concrete  mat  foundation,  w  hich 
would  support  the  building  without  the  need  for  deep  piles.  Excavation  for  the  basement  level  parking 
garage  and  the  foundation  would  require  removal  of  approximately  240,000  cubic  yards  of  soil,  and 
would  extend  to  a  maximum  depth  of  about  30  feet  below  grade. 

Project  construction  would  take  about  21  months,  and  occupancy  is  anticipated  in  2013.  Construction 
costs  are  currently  estimated  at  approximately  $100  million.  The  project  architect  is  Heller  Manus  of 
San  Francisco,  in  association  with  Thomas  Phifer  and  Partners  of  New  York. 

B.  Project  Setting 

The  project  site  is  within  the  C-3-0  (SD)  Downtown  Office  (Special  Development)  District,  on 
Assessor's  Block  3735;  Lot  63.  Most  of  the  project  site  is  within  the  350-S  height  and  bulk  district.  The 


The  setback  on  Tehama  Street  is  2  feet,  6  inches  from  the  property  line  and  20  feet  from  the  midpoint  of  Tehama  Street. 
Setbacks  are  considerably  greater  on  Second  and  Howard  Streets,  each  of  which  is  82  feet,  6  inches  in  w  idth. 
"Belt  course" — a  projecting  horizontal  architectural  element,  generally  that  delineates  a  floor  level. 
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370  ft.  (Top  of  mechanical 
penthouse  screen) 


  346  fl.  (Roof) 


40 


Feet 


SOURCES:  Thomas  Phifer  and  Partners;  Heller  Manus  Architects 
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SOURCES:  Thomas  Phifer  and  Partners;  Heller  Manus  Architects  ^.  „ 

Figure  6 

North  (Howard  Street)  Elevation 
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northwest  comer  of  the  site  is  within  a  150-S  height  and  bulk  district,  which  has  a  height  limit  of  150  feet. 
The  C-3-0  district  is  described  in  Planning  Code  Section  210.3  as  consisting  primarily  of  high-quality 
office  development  focusing  on  finance,  corporate  headquarters,  and  service  industries,  and  serving  as  an 
employment  center  for  the  region.  It  permits  office  uses  and  retail  sales  and  personal  services  uses.  The 
Special  Development  (SD)  designation  (Sec.  248)  constrains  development  at  densities  above  the  base 
floor  area  ratio;  additional  density  is  allowable  only  if  there  is  a  commensurate  reduction  in  the  allowable 
density  of  development  on  other  sites  in  the  downtown  by  the  transfer  of  development  rights  (TDR)  from 
eligible  sites.  The  C-3-0  (SD)  District  pennits  a  base  floor  area  ratio  (FAR)  of  6:1.  In  this  district,  a 
maximum  FAR  of  18:1  is  pennitted  with  TDR,  and  the  project,  as  proposed,  would  have  a  FAR  of  18:1. 

Elevation  at  the  project  site  ranges  from  23  feet  at  the  south  side,  along  Tehama  Street,  to  15  feet  at  the 
north  side,  along  Howard  Street.  The  project  vicinity  is  relatively  flat  and  level  northward  to  the  financial 
district  and  rises  in  elevation  southward  towards  Rincon  Hill,  which  begins  its  slope  upward  at  Howard 
Street  and  rises  to  over  100  feet  in  elevation  less  than  one-half  mile  from  the  project  site  to  the  southeast. 
The  project  site  is  not  within  the  "Maher  area"  (bay  ward  of  the  historic  high  tide  line),  an  area  in  which 
soil  investigation  is  required  per  Article  20  of  the  San  Francisco  Public  Works  Code  and  Article  22A  of 
the  Public  Health  Code. 

Development  in  the  vicinity  consists  primarily  of  office  space  above  ground-floor  retail  stores,  and  there 
are  numerous  office  uses  within  the  site  vicinity,  including  a  20-story  building  on  the  project  block  at 
75  Hawthorne  Street.  Office  towers  of  San  Francisco's  Financial  District  predominate  to  the  north, 
northwest,  and  northeast  within  about  one  block  of  the  project  site,  while  relatively  smaller  office 
buildings  exist  closer  to  the  site,  within  an  existing  conservation  (historic)  district.  Two  relatively  new 
high-rise  residential  buildings  are  located  within  a  block  of  the  site,  at  199  New  Montgomery  Street  at 
Howard  (16  stories),  and  at  246  Second  Street,  on  the  project  block  (17  stories);  a  third  is  nearing 
completion  at  One  Hawthorne  Street  (24  stories),  also  on  the  project  block. 

Verba  Buena  Center  and  the  cultural  attractions  and  high-rise  hotels  in  its  vicinity  are  about  one  block 
west  of  the  project  site.  The  Transbay  Transit  Tenninal  is  two  blocks  northeast  of  the  site,  and  the 
elevated  Interstate  80  freeway  that  leads  to  the  Bay  Bridge  is  just  over  two  blocks  south. 

C.  Project  Sponsor's  Objectives 

The  objectives  of  the  project  sponsor  include  the  following: 

•  Provide  the  maximum  amount  of  Class  A  office  space  at  this  prominent  comer  site,  furthering  the 
Downtown  Plan's  goals  and  objectives  of  concentrating  office  uses  in  the  Central  Business  District; 
and,  in  particular  with  respect  to  the  C-3-0  (SD)  district,  facilitating  expansion  of  downtown  office 
uses  to  the  south  of  the  traditional  dowptown  core  while  absorbing  unused  development  potential 
from  historic  buildings  through  transfer  of  dcvelcpment  rights; 

•  Construct  an  office  building  of  superior  quality  and  design,  that  complements  and  is  consistent  with 
the  downtown  area,  furthering  the  objectives  of  the  General  Plan  's  Urban  Design  Element; 
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•  Maximize  usage  of  Tehama  Street,  the  alley  behind  the  site,  by  locating  automobile  access  to  the 
garage  and  loading  spaces  off  this  alley. 

•  Maximize  the  quality  of  the  pedestrian  experience  along  both  Howard  Street  and  Second  Street; 

•  Create  outstanding  design  and  scale  in  the  pedestrian  sense  by  creation  of  an  indoor  publicly 
accessible  plaza  fronting  on  Howard  and  Second  Street;  and 

•  Construct  one  of  San  Francisco's  first  major  LEED®  Gold  office  buildings,  thereby  reducing  the 
project's  carbon  footprint  and  maximizing  energy  efficiency  of  the  building. 

D.  Intended  Uses  of  the  EIR 

This  is  a  project-specific  EIR,  intended  to  provide  review  under  CEQA  for  the  proposed  222  Second 
Street  project,  to  analyze  potential  environmental  impacts  of  the  proposed  project  and  identify  mitigation 
measures  where  those  impacts  are  significant,  and  to  address  cumulative  impacts  to  which  the  proposed 
project  could  make  a  meaningful  contribution.  No  other  projects  are  intended  to  receive  CEQA  review 
through  the  use  of  this  EIR. 


Approvals  Required 

The  San  Francisco  General  Plan,  which  provides  general  policies  and  objectives  to  guide  land  use 
decisions,  contains  some  policies  that  relate  to  physical  environmental  issues.  The  Planning  Commission 
would  review  the  project  in  the  context  of  applicable  objectives  and  policies  of  the  General  Plan.  The 
project  site  is  within  the  adopted  Downtown  Plan,  an  element  of  the  General  Plan. 

As  discussed  in  Chapter  III,  Compatibility  with  Existing  Zoning  and  Plans,  p.  19,  the  proposed  project 
would  be  consistent  with  the  Downtown  Plan's  stated  goal  of  encouraging  expansion  of  the  downtown 
office  core  in  the  general  vicinity  of  the  Transbay  Terminal  while  avoiding  "undesirable  consequences 
which  cannot  be  mitigated"  (Policy  1.1),  and  would  be  generally  consistent  with  other  objectives  and 
policies  of  the  Downtown  Plan,  with  certain  possible  exceptions  that  are  enumerated  in  Chapter  III. 

The  San  Francisco  Planning  Code  implements  the  San  Francisco  General  Plan,  and  governs  permitted 
uses,  densities  and  configuration  of  buildings  within  San  Francisco.  The  Code  incorporates  by  reference 
the  City  Zoning  Maps.  Permits  to  construct  new  buildings  or  to  alter  or  demolish  existing  ones  may  not  be 
issued  unless  the  proposed  project  conforms  to  the  Planning  Code  or  an  exception  is  granted  pursuant  to 
provisions  of  the  Code. 

The  proposed  project's  office  and  retail  uses  are  principal  permitted  uses  in  the  C-3-0  (SD)  District. 

Most  of  the  project  site  is  within  the  350-S  height  and  bulk  district  (350-foot  height  limit;  bulk  limits  for 
base,  lower,  and  upper  towers  per  Section  270(d)),  although  the  northwest  comer  of  the  site,  which 
measures  about  45  feet  wide  along  Howard  Street  and  is  82  feet,  6  inches  deep,  is  within  a  150-S  height 
and  bulk  district,  which  has  a  height  limit  of  150  feet.  Because  the  proposed  tower  would  extend  about 
25  feet  into  this  portion  of  the  site,  the  proposed  project  would  not  conform  to  the  Planning  Code  height 


Case  No.  2006.1 106E 


16 

206337 


222  Second  Street 


II.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION 


limit,  and  rezoning  of  this  portion  of  the  site  would  be  required,  as  well  as  a  change  in  the  Downtown 
Plan  height  map  w  ithin  the  General  Plan.  The  project  sponsor  is  seeking  an  amendment  of  the  height  and 
bulk  map  (rezoning)  of  this  portion  of  the  site  to  a  350-S  height  and  bulk  district,  consistent  with  the 
remainder  of  the  project  site.  Rezoning  and  a  General  Plan  map  amendment  requires  approval  from  the 
Board  of  Supervisors  upon  a  favorable  recommendation  from  the  Planning  Commission. 

The  project  would  require  Planning  Commission  review  and  approval  under  Section  309,  Permit  Review 
in  C-3  Districts,  because  the  project  would  exceed  50,000  gross  square  feet  and  because  the  sponsor  seeks 
exceptions,  pursuant  to  Section  309,  to  the  following  Planning  Code  sections:  ground-level  wind  current 
requirements  (Section  148)  because  the  project  would  not  reduce  existing  exceedances  of  the  pedestrian 
wind  speed  criterion  and  would  result  in  exceedances  of  both  the  pedestrian  and  seating  comfort  criteria; 
bulk  requirements  (Section  270)  because  the  project  would  exceed  bulk  limits  above  the  building's  base 
(lower  tower  only);  and  the  requirement  to  avoid  penetration  of  a  62  degree  "sun  access  plane"  above  a 
street  wall  height  of  132  feet  on  Second  Street  (Section  146).'^  Section  309  also  permits  the  imposition  of 
certain  conditions  in  regard  to  such  matters  as  a  project's  siting  and  design;  view,  parking,  traffic  and 
transit  effects;  energy  consumption;  pedestrian  environment;  and  other  matters.  The  proposed  project 
would  also  be  subject  to  review  and  approval  pursuant  to  Planning  Code  Section  321  (Office 
Development:  Annual  Limit)  and  Sections  146  and  295,  concerning  shadow  impacts. 

As  a  downtown  office  project,  the  project  would  also  be  subject  to  certain  other  Planning  Code  sections 
beyond  those  noted  above:  Section  138.1,  pedestrian  streetscape  improvements;  Section  139,  downtown 
park  fees;  Section  143,  street  trees;  Section  149,  public  art  requirements;  Section  163,  transportation 
management  and  transportation  brokerage  services;  Section  164,  San  Francisco  Resident  Placement  and 
Training  Program;  Section  165,  child  care  plans  and  child-care  brokerage;  Section  313  et.  seq..  Housing 
Requirements  for  Large-Scale  Development  Projects,  and  child  care  provision  fees;  as  well  as  transit 
development  impact  fees  under  Article  38  of  the  Administrative  Code. 

The  project  sponsor  has  acquired  approximately  287.100  square  feet  of  floor  area  through  transfer  of 
development  rights  (TDR)  to  allow  for  development  of  an  18:1  FAR,  as  pennitted  with  TDR  on  the  existing 
project  site.  (No  development  rights  are  associated  with  the  adjacent  loading  dock  to  be  demolished, 
according  to  a  Zoning  Administrator's  determination.) 

The  project  would  also  require  approval  of  demolition  permits  (for  the  parking  kiosk,  parking  lot.  and 
631  Howard  Street  loading  dock)  and  building  permits  by  the  Department  of  Building  Inspection. 


\ 


Section  146  applies  to  buildings  along  the  west  side  of  Second  Street  from  Market  Street  to  300  feet  south  of  Folsom  Street. 
The  required  62  degree  angle  would  necessitate  a  setback  of  half  the  width  of  the  lot,  or  77.5  feet  from  Second  Street,  at  a 
height  of  about  280  feet.  Because  the  project  w  ould  iia\  c  a  maximum  setback  of  10  feet  from  Second  Street,  an  exception  to 
the  Section  146  reqinromoiil  would  be  required. 
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Approvals  Summary 
Planning  Commission 

•  Recommendation  for  amendment  of  Planning  Code  height  and  bulk  map  (rezoning)  and  Downtown 
Plan  (General  Plan)  height  map  to  increase  height  limit  to  350  feet  across  site. 

•  Approval  of  the  project  under  Planning  Code  Section  309,  including  exceptions  with  regard  to 
building  bulk  (Section  270),  ground-level  winds  (Section  148),  and  the  required  setback  to 
minimize  shadow  on  Second  Street  (Section  146). 

•  Allocation  of  office  space  under  Planning  Code  Section  321  (Office  Development  Annual  Limit). 
Board  of  Supervisors 

•  Amendment  of  height  and  bulk  map  (rezoning)  to  increase  height  limit  to  350  feet  across  site. 

•  General  Plan  map  amendment  to  increase  height  limit  to  350  feet  across  site. 

Department  of  Building  Inspection 

•  Demolition,  site,  and  building  permits. 

Department  of  Public  Works 

•  Street  Space  Permit  from  the  Bureau  of  Street  Use  and  Mapping  for  use  of  a  public  street  space 
during  project  construction  (for  a  pedestrian  walkway) 

Municipal  Transportation  Agency 

•  Special  Traffic  Permit  from  the  Department  of  Parking  and  Traffic  for  use  of  a  public  street  space 
during  project  construction  (for  a  pedestrian  walkway) 
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Compatibility  with  Existing  Zoning  and  Plans 

This  chapter  describes  the  project's  inconsistencies,  if  any,  with  applicable  plans  and  policies,  including 
objectives  and  policies  of  the  San  Francisco  General  Plan.  This  chapter  also  discusses  the  project's 
compliance  with  San  Francisco  Planning  Code,  which  implements  the  General  Plan.  Where 
inconsistencies  are  identified  that  could  result  in  physical  effects  on  the  environment,  the  reader  is 
directed  to  analysis  of  those  effect  in  Chapter  IV,  Environmental  Setting,  Impacts,  and  Mitigation 
Measures. 

San  Francisco  General  Plan 

The  San  Francisco  General  Plan  contains  1 0  elements  (Commerce  and  Industry,  Recreation  and  Open 
Space,  Residence,  Community  Facilities,  Urban  Design,  Environmental  Protection,  Transportation,  Air 
Quality,  Community  Safety,  and  Arts)  that  provide  goals,  policies,  and  objectives  for  the  physical 
development  of  the  City.  In  addition,  the  General  Plan  includes  area  plans  that  outline  goals  and 
objectives  for  specific  geographic  planning  areas,  such  as  the  greater  downtown,  including  the  project 
site,  policies  for  which  are  contained  in  the  Downtown  Plan,  an  area  plan  within  the  General  Plan. 

A  conflict  between  a  proposed  project  and  a  General  Plan  policy  does  not,  in  itself,  indicate  a  significant 
effect  on  the  environment  within  the  context  of  the  California  Environmental  Quality  Act  (CEQA).  Any 
physical  environmental  impacts  that  could  result  from  such  conflicts  are  analyzed  in  this  EIR.  In  general, 
potential  conflicts  with  the  General  Plan  are  considered  by  the  decisions-makers  (normally  the  Planning 
Commission)  independently  of  the  environmental  review  process.  Thus,  in  addition  to  considering 
inconsistencies  that  affect  environmental  issues,  the  Planning  Commission  considers  other  potential 
inconsistencies  with  the  General  Plan,  independently  of  the  environmental  review  process,  as  part  of  the 
decision  to  approve  or  disapprove  a  proposed  project.  Any  potential  conflict  not  identified  in  this 
environmental  document  would  be  considered  in  that  context  and  would  not  alter  the  physical 
environmental  effects  of  the  proposed  project  that  are  analyzed  in  this  EIR. 

Downtown  Plan 

The  project  site  is  within  the  area  covered  by  the  Downtown  Plan,  an  area  plan  within  the  General  Plan. 
The  aim  of  the  Downtown  Plan  is  to  encourage  business  activity  and  promote  economic  growth 
downtown,  as  well  as  to  guide  future  development  by  establishing  appropriate  bulk  and  density  ratios  via 
several  downtown  use  districts.  Centered  on  Market  Street,  the  Plan  covers  an  area  roughly  bounded  by 
Van  Ness  Avenue  to  the  west.  The  Embarcadcro  to  the  east,  Folsom  Street  to  the  south,  and  the  northern 
edge  of  the  Financial  District  to  the  north.  The  Plan  contains  objectives  and  policies  that  address  the 
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following  issues:  provision  of  space  for  commerce,  housing,  and  open  space;  preservation  of  the  past; 
urban  form;  and  movement  to,  from,  and  within  the  downtown  area  (transportation).  The  Downtown  Plan 
was  intended  to  maintain  a  compact  downtown  core  and  direct  growth  to  areas  with  developable  space 
and  easy  transit  accessibility  so  that  downtown  would  "encompass  a  compact  mix  of  activities,  historical 
values,  and  distinctive  architecture  and  urban  forms  that  engender  a  special  excitement  reflective  of  a 
world  city"  (Downtown  Plan,  Introduction  [p.  II.  1.1  of  printed  version]).  The  Downtown  Plan  limits 
growth  in  the  traditional  downtown,  centered  in  the  Financial  District,  through  height  limits  and  FARs 
(floor  area  ratios). 

One  of  the  fundamental  concepts  embodied  within  the  Downtown  Plan  is  to  expand  the  City's  downtown 
office  core  south  from  its  traditional  locus  north  of  Market  Street,  in  a  way  that  "protects  the  fine  scale 
and  rich  mix  of  uses  in  Chinatown,  Jackson  Square,  Kearny  Street,  Union  Square,  Mid-Market,  North  of 
Market-Tenderloin,  and  the  hotel-entertainment  area  near  Mason  Street."  Thus,  the  Downtown  Plan 
states,  "Major  office  towers  can  be  constructed  on  sites  remaining  in  the  financial  core  north  and  south  of 
Market  and  in  an  expanded  area  south  of  Market  centered  on  the  Transbay  Bus  Terminal."  The  rezoning 
that  accompanied  adoption  of  the  Downtown  Plan  established  the  City's  greatest  height  limits  (450  to 
550  feet)  in  proximity  to  the  Transbay  Terminal."  The  project  site,  which  is  at  the  southwest  perimeter  of 
this  area  of  expansive  height  limits,  has  a  permitted  height  of  350  feet,  except  at  its  northwestern  comer, 
where  the  height  limit  is  150  feet. 

Shortly  after  the  Downtown  Plan  was  adopted,  San  Francisco  voters  approved  Proposition  M,  the 
Accountable  Planning  Initiative,  that,  among  other  things,  established  a  limit  of  950,000  square  feet  of 
office  space  that  can  be  approved  in  each  annual  period  ending  in  mid-October.  Of  that  total, 
75,000  square  feet  is  reserved  for  smaller  buildings  of  between  25,000  and  49,999  square  feet.  (See 
further  discussion  of  Proposition  M,  including  the  eight  priority  policies  established  by  the  measure,  on 
p.  29.) 

The  proposed  project  would  be  consistent  with  the  Downtown  Plan's  stated  goal  of  encouraging  expansion 
of  the  downtown  office  core  in  the  general  vicinity  of  the  Transbay  Terminal  while  avoiding  "undesirable 
consequences  which  cannot  be  mitigated"  (Policy  1.1).  The  project  would  be  generally  consistent  with  other 
objectives  and  policies  of  the  Downtown  Plan,  with  the  possible  exception  of  the  following: 

Policy  1.1:        Encourage  development  which  produces  substantial  net  benefits  and  minimizes 

undesirable  consequences.  Discourage  development  which  has  substantial  undesirable 
consequences  which  cannot  be  mitigated. 

Policy  2.1        Encourage  prime  downtown  office  activities  to  grow  as  long  as  undesirable  consequences 
of  such  growth  can  be  controlled. 

The  potential  "undesirable  consequences"  of  a  project  in  the  Downtown  Plan  area  that  are  discussed 
in  the  text  accompanying  Policy  2.1  (and  also  referenced  in  Policy  I.l)  include  impacts  related  to 
out-of-scale  office  development  on  neighborhood  character;  loss  of  historical  resources;  increased 


Subsequent  rezoning  has  expanded  the  area  of  height  limits  of  400  to  550  feet  to  locations  along  the  north  side  of  Folsom 
Street,  where  the  Embarcadero  Freeway  once  ran,  and  certain  locations  on  Rincon  Hill. 
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shading  of  streets  and  publicly  accessible  open  space;  increased  pedestrian-level  winds;  increased 
traffic  and  parking  demand,  pollutant  emissions,  and  energy  use;  overburdened  public  transit; 
increased  traffic  noise;  increased  pressure  on  housing  supply  resulting  from  increased  employment; 
and  conversion  of  housing,  retail,  and  service  commercial  space  to  office  space.  Physical  effects 
related  to  each  of  these  issues  are  analyzed  in  the  applicable  sections  of  Chapter  IV.  This  EIR 
identifies  a  significant  impact  only  in  the  areas  of  traffic  (degradation  in  the  level  of  service  at 
certain  intersections;  see  Section  IV. E).  Other  impacts  were  found  to  be  less  than  significant, 
including  those  related  to  aesthetics,  cultural  (archeological  and  historical)  resources,  shadow, 
wind,  transit,  parking,  and  pedestrian  and  bicycle  conditions,  air  quality,  energy,  noise,  and 
population  and  housing,  in  some  cases  with  mitigation  measures  identified  in  this  EIR.  In  terms  of 
policy  consistency,  as  noted  in  Chapter  II,  Project  Description,  the  project  would  be  inconsistent,  in 
part,  with  the  Planning  Code  height  and  bulk  requirements  that  implement  the  Downtown  Plan,  as 
well  as  with  the  Downtown  Plan's  height  map.  As  a  result,  the  project  would  require  rezoning  to 
change  the  height  limit  to  350  feet  on  the  northwestern  portion  of  the  site  (the  same  as  the  existing 
height  limit  on  the  majority  of  the  site),  as  well  as  amendment  of  the  Downtown  Plan  height  map 
(Map  5)  within  the  General  Plan,  and  would  require  exceptions  to  certain  Planning  Code 
provisions  (see  discussion  under  "Planning  Code  (Zoning)"  below).  These  exceptions  are  permitted 
pursuant  to  Planning  Code  Section  309,  and  therefore  do  not  result  in  a  zoning  inconsistency. 

Policy  1 0.5;      Address  the  need  for  human  comfort  in  the  design  of  open  spaces  by  minimizing  wind 
and  maximizing  sunshine. 

Objective  14:    Create  and  maintain  a  comfortable  pedestrian  environment. 

Policy  14.2:      Promote  building  forms  that  will  minimize  the  creation  of  surface  winds  near  the  base  of 
buildings. 

As  noted,  the  proposed  project  also  would  require  an  exception  from  Planning  Code  Section  148 
(ground-level  winds)  and  Section  146  (sun  access  on  Second  Street),  both  of  which  are  permitted 
under  Section  309.  Project  wind  impacts  are  analyzed  in  Section  IV.H,  and  shadow  impacts  are 
analyzed  in  Section  IV. I. 

Objective  13:    Create  an  urban  form  for  downtown  that  enhances  San  Francisco's  stature  as  one  of  the 
world's  most  visually  attractive  cities. 

Policy  13.1:      Relate  the  height  of  buildings  to  important  attributes  of  the  city  pattern  and  to  the  height 
and  character  of  existing  and  proposed  development. 

Objective  15:    Create  a  building  fonn  that  is  visually  interesting  and  harmonizes  with  surrounding 
buildings. 

Policy  15.1:      Ensure  that  new  facades  relate  hamioniously  with  nearby  facade  patterns. 

Policy  1 5.2:      Assure  that  new  buildings  contribute  to  the  visual  unity  of  the  city. 

Policy  15.3:      Encourage  more  variation  in  building  facades  and  greater  hannony  with  older  buildings 
through  use  of  architectural  embellishments  and  bay  or  recessed  windows. 
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Objective  16:    Create  and  maintain  attractive,  interesting  urban  streetscapes. 

Policy  16.2:      Provide  setbacks  above  a  building  base  to  maintain  the  continuity  of  the  predominant 
streetwalls  along  the  street. 

Policy  16.3:      Maintain  and  enhance  the  traditional  downtown  street  pattern  of  projecting  cornices  on 
smaller  buildings  and  projecting  belt  courses  on  taller  buildings. 

As  noted,  the  proposed  project  would  require  an  exception  from  Planning  Code  Section  270  (bulk 
limits).  Project  effects  on  aesthetics  and  visual  quality  are  analyzed  in  Section  IV. B. 

Other  Plans 

Environmental  plans  and  policies  are  those,  like  the  Bay  Area  2005  Ozone  Strategy,  which  directly 
address  environmental  issues  and/or  contain  targets  or  standards  that  must  be  met  in  order  to  preserve  or 
improve  characteristics  of  the  City's  physical  enviroiunent.  The  proposed  project  would  not  obviously  or 
substantially  conflict  with  any  such  adopted  environmental  plan  or  policy. 

Transbay  Redevelopment  Plan 

The  Transbay  Redevelopment  Area  is  roughly  bounded  by  Mission  Street,  Second  Street,  Main  Street, 
and  Folsom  Street.  The  main  objectives  of  the  Transbay  Redevelopment  Plan,  adopted  in  June  of  2005, 
are  to  replace  the  existing  underutilized  and  outmoded  Transbay  Terminal  and  revitalize  the  vacant  and 
underutilized  properties  which  characterize  the  remainder  of  the  Redevelopment  Area.  The  Transbay 
Redevelopment  Plan  contains  the  following  goals:  Create  a  pedestrian-oriented  urban  environment  that 
encourages  walking  as  a  primary  transportation  mode  within  the  project  area;  Encourage  the  use  of 
alternative  modes  of  transportation  by  future  area  residents,  workers,  and  visitors  and  support  the  new 
Transbay  Terminal  as  a  major  hub  while  still  providing  local  vehicular  access;  Create  a  livable  urban 
community  with  prime  access  to  downtown  and  the  waterfront,  and  well-designed  streets,  open  space  and 
retail  areas;  Establish  the  area  as  both  a  gateway  to  the  central  city  and  a  unique  transit-oriented 
neighborhood  in  San  Francisco;  Develop  a  new  downtown  neighborhood  to  help  address  the  City's  and 
the  region's  housing  crisis,  support  regional  transit  use,  and  provide  financial  support  to  the  future 
Transbay  Terminal,  including  access  ramps  and  a  temporary  terminal  facility,  and  Caltrain  Downtown 
Extension;  Enhance  linkage  between  the  new  Transbay  Terminal  and  the  Financial  District  through 
visitor  accommodations  and  commercial  development  that  supports  the  new  terminal;  and  Create  a  state 
of  the  art  multi-modal  facility  that  is  an  integral  part  of  the  surrounding  commercial  and  residential 
neighborhood.  The  proposed  project  would  not  substantially  conflict  with  any  of  the  goals  of  the 
redevelopment  plan. 

Proposed  Transit  Center  District  Plan 

A  comprehensive  plan  is  being  prepared  by  the  Planning  Department  for  the  Transit  Center  District,  an 
area  around  the  Transbay  Terminal  roughly  bounded  by  Market  Street,  The  Embarcadero,  Folsom  Street, 


Case  No.  2006.1 106E 


22 

206337 


222  Second  Street 


III.  COMPATIBILITY  WITH  EXISTING  ZONING  AND  PLANS 


and  Third  Street.  The  proposed  Transit  Center  District  Plan,  released  in  draft  fonn  in  November  2009, 
sets  forth  a  number  of  goals  that  generally  include  increasing  the  amount  of  allowable  development  in  the 
transit-rich  downtown  core,  while  at  the  same  time  improving  public  amenities,  modifying  the  system  of 
streets  and  circulation  to  meet  the  needs  and  goals  of  a  dense  transit-oriented  district,  providing  additional 
open  space,  implementing  policies  to  preserve  existing  historic  structures,  and  enhancing  sustainability. 
The  proposed  Plan  would  result  in  new  planning  policies  and  controls  for  land  use;  urban  form,  including 
building  height  and  design;  street  network  modifications/public  realm  improvements;  historic 
preseiTation;  and  district  sustainability,  including  the  potential  creation  of  a  district-wide  combined  heat 
and  power  (cogeneration)  system,  the  enhancement  of  green  building  standards  in  the  district,  and 
reductions  in  potable  water  use  and  stormwater  runoff.  The  proposed  Plan  would  allow  for  height  limit 
increases  in  subareas  comprised  of  multiple  parcels  or  blocks  within  the  Plan  Area.  It  would  also  propose 
one  or  more  programs  to  support  the  Transit  Center  Program  and  other  necessary  public  infrastructure  and 
amenities  in  the  area  through  the  implementation  of  one  or  more  new  fees  or  assessments  that  would  be 
applied  to  new  development.  The  proposed  Plan  would  result  in  a  comprehensive  plan  and  implementing 
mechanisms,  including  General  Plan,  Planning  Code  and  Zoning  Map  amendments,  as  necessary. 

The  proposed  222  Second  Street  project  would  be  consistent  with  the  proposed  Transit  Center  District 
Plan,  both  in  tenns  of  land  use  and  building  height,  as  well  as  with  the  proposed  Plan's  emphasis  on 
office  use;  direction  to  provide  parking  and  loading  access  from  alleys;  and  policy  language  calling  for 
interior  open  space  to  have  a  "distinct  street  presence,"  have  abutting  retail  space,  and  be  accessible 
directly  from  the  sidewalk  through  such  means  as  sliding  wall  panels.  The  222  Second  Street  project 
would  also  generally  be  consistent  with  the  proposed  Plan's  emphasis  on  energy  efficiency  and 
sustainability.  The  proposed  project  would  be  partially  consistent  with  the  proposed  Plan's  direction  to 
provide  adequate  bicycle  parking  (the  proposed  Plan  would  increase  the  existing  Planning  Code  bicycle 
parking  requirement)  and  to  provide  for  "active  retail  uses"  on  Second  Street  between  Market  and  Folsom 
Streets  (part  of  the  project's  Second  Street  frontage  would  have  retail  uses);  and  with  policy  language 
concerning  the  establishment  of  a  distinct  building  base  (the  proposed  Plan  calls  for  a  minimum  10  foot 
setback  above  the  base).  The  proposed  project's  lobby  would  be  larger,  at  about  45  feet  in  width,  than  the 
41  -foot  maximum  width  (25  percent  of  building  frontage)  called  for  in  the  proposed  Plan. 

In  general,  therefore,  the  proposed  222  Second  Street  project  would  be  consistent  with  the  draft  Transit 
Center  District  Plan,  as  proposed  in  November  2009. 

The  Sustainability  Plan 

In  1993,  the  San  Francisco  Board  of  Supervisors  established  the  Coinmission  on  San  Francisco's 
Environment,  charged  with,  among  other  things,  drafting  and  implementing  a  plan  for  San  Francisco's 
long-term  environmental  sustainability.  The  notion  of  sustainability  is  based  on  the  United  Nations 
definition  that  "a  sustainable  society  meets  the  needs  of  the  present  without  sacrificing  the  ability  of 
future  generations  and  non-human  forms  of  life  to  meet  their  own  needs."  The  Sustainability  Plan  for  the 


The  Tran.sil  Center  District  Pkm—Dnijl  for  Ptihlic  Review  is  available  on  the  internet  at: 
http://www..sf-planninu.orK/rtp/CDG/CDG  transit  eenter.htm. 
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City  of  San  Francisco  was  a  result  of  community  collaboration  with  the  intent  of  establishing  sustainable 
development  as  a  fundamental  goal  of  municipal  public  policy. 

The  Sustainability  Plan  is  divided  into  15  topic  areas,  10  that  address  specific  environmental  issues  (air 
quality;  biodiversity;  energy,  cHmate  change  and  ozone  depletion;  food  and  agriculture;  hazardous 
materials;  human  health;  parks,  open  spaces,  and  streetscapes;  sohd  waste;  transportation;  and  water  and 
wastewater),  and  five  that  are  broader  in  scope  and  cover  many  issues  (economy  and  economic 
development,  environmental  justice,  municipal  expenditures,  public  information  and  education,  and  risk 
management).  Additionally,  the  Sustainability  Plan  contains  indicators  designed  to  create  a  base  of 
objective  information  on  local  conditions  and  to  illustrate  trends  toward  or  away  from  sustainability. 
Although  the  Sustainability  Plan  became  official  City  policy  in  July  1997,  the  Board  of  Supervisors  has 
not  committed  the  City  to  perform  all  of  the  actions  addressed  in  the  Plan.  The  Sustainability  Plan  serves 
as  a  blueprint,  with  many  of  its  individual  proposals  requiring  further  development  and  public  comment. 

The  Climate  Action  Plan 

In  February  2002,  the  San  Francisco  Board  of  Supervisors  passed  the  Greenhouse  Gas  Emissions 
Reduction  Resolution  (Number  158-02)  committing  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  to  a 
greenhouse  gas  (GHG)  emissions  reductions  goal  of  20  percent  below  1990  levels  by  the  year  2012.  The 
resolution  also  directs  the  San  Francisco  Department  of  the  Environment,  the  San  Francisco  Public 
Utilities  Commission,  and  other  appropriate  City  agencies  to  complete  and  coordinate  an  analysis  and 
planning  of  a  local  action  plan  targeting  GHG  emission  reduction  activities.  In  September  2004,  the 
Department  of  the  Environment  and  the  Public  Utilities  Commission  published  the  Climate  Action  Plan 
for  San  Francisco:  Local  Actions  to  Reduce  Greenhouse  Emissions.  The  Climate  Action  Plan  examines 
the  causes  of  global  climate  change  and  human  activities  that  contribute  to  global  warming  and  provides 
projections  of  climate  change  impacts  on  California  and  San  Francisco  from  recent  scientific  reports; 
presents  estimates  of  San  Francisco's  baseline  greenhouse  gas  emissions  inventory  and  reduction  targets; 
describes  recommended  emissions  reduction  actions  in  the  key  target  sectors  -  transportation,  energy 
efficiency,  renewable  energy,  and  solid  waste  management  -  to  meet  stated  goals  by  2012;  and  presents 
next  steps  required  over  the  near  term  to  implement  the  Plan.  Although  the  Board  of  Supervisors  has  not 
formally  committed  the  City  to  perform  the  actions  addressed  in  the  Plan,  and  many  of  the  actions  require 
ftirther  development  and  commitment  of  resources,  the  Plan  serves  as  a  blueprint  for  GHG  emission 
reductions,  and  several  actions  are  now  in  progress. 

The  Climate  Action  Plan  cites  an  array  of  potential  environmental  impacts  to  San  Francisco  from  climate 
change,  including  rising  sea  levels  which  could  threaten  coastal  wetlands,  infrastructure,  and  property; 
increased  storm  activity  that  could  increase  beach  erosion  and  cliff  undercutting;  warmer  temperatures 
that  could  result  in  more  frequent  El  Nino  storms  causing  more  rain  than  snow  in  the  Sierra,  reducing 
snow  pack  that  is  an  important  source  of  the  region's  water  supply;  decreased  summer  runoff  and 
warming  ocean  temperatures  that  could  affect  salinity,  water  circulation,  and  nutrients  in  the  Bay, 
potentially  altering  Bay  ecosystems;  as  well  as  other  possible  effects  to  food  supply  and  the  viability  of 
the  state's  agricultural  system;  possible  public  health  effects  related  to  degraded  air  quality  and  changes  in 
disease  vectors;  as  well  as  other  social  and  economic  impacts. 
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The  Plan  presents  estimates  of  San  Francisco's  baseline  GHG  emissions  inventory  and  reduction  targets. 
It  states  that  burning  fossil  fuels  in  vehicles  and  for  energy  use  in  buildings  and  facilities  are  the  major 
contributors  to  San  Francisco's  GHG  emissions.  The  Climate  Action  Plan  seeks  to  reduce  annual  carbon 
dioxide  emissions,  by  2012,  by  20  percent  from  1990  emissions  levels.  Reduction  strategies  include 
targeting  emission  reductions  from  burning  fossil  fuels  in  cars,  power  plants  and  commercial  buildings, 
developing  renewable  energy  technologies  like  solar,  wind,  fuel  cells  and  tidal  power,  and  expanding 
residential  and  commercial  recycling  programs.  According  to  the  Plan,  achieving  these  goals  will  require 
the  cooperation  of  a  number  of  different  city  agencies.  An  analysis  of  the  proposed  project's  effects  on 
global  warming  and  GHGs  is  presented  in  Section  IV. F,  Air  Quality. 

San  Francisco  Bicycle  Plan 

In  August  2009,  the  Board  of  Supervisors  approved  the  San  Francisco  Bicycle  Plan.  The  Bicycle  Plan 
includes  a  citywide  bicycle  transportation  plan  (comprised  of  a  "Policy  Framework"  and  a  "Network 
Improvement"  document)  and  implementation  of  specific  bicycle  improvements  identified  within  the 
Plan.  The  draft  Bicycle  Plan  includes  objectives  and  identifies  policy  changes  that  would  enhance  the 
City's  bike-ability.  It  also  describes  the  existing  bicycle  route  network  (a  series  of  intercormected  streets 
in  which  bicycling  is  encouraged),  and  identifies  gaps  within  the  citywide  bicycle  route  network  that 
require  improvement.  The  Bicycle  Plan  updates  the  1 997  San  Francisco  Bicycle  Plan.  The  Final 
Environmental  Impact  Report  for  the  Bicycle  Plan  assessed  a  total  of  56  short-term  and  long-term  bicycle 
improvement  projects.  In  the  vicinity  of  the  project  site,  the  Bicycle  Plan  EIR  evaluated  a  project  calling 
for  new  bicycle  lanes  on  Second  Street,  involving  removal  of  one  traffic  lane  in  each  direction  on  Second 
Street  between  Market  and  King  Streets,  along  with  some  curbside  parking,  and  the  creation  of  bicycle 
lanes  in  each  direction.  Left  turns  would  be  prohibited  for  cars  and  trucks  at  most  intersections.  This 
specific  improvement  was  removed  from  the  list  of  initial  projects  by  the  Municipal  Transportation 
Agency  (MTA)  Board  of  Directors  when  it  initially  approved  the  Bicycle  Plan  in  June  2009  (the  version 
of  the  Plan  approved  by  the  Supervisors),  and  is  the  subject  of  further  study  and  community  discussion. 
The  MTA  plans  additional  community  meetings  in  2010,  with  a  new  preferred  alternative  by  2012. 

Better  Streets  Plan 

The  City  of  San  Francisco  is  currently  developing  a  Better  Streets  Plan,  with  the  aim  of  creating  a  unified 
set  of  standards,  guidelines,  and  implementation  strategies  to  govern  how  the  City  designs,  builds,  and 
maintains  public  streets  and  rights-of-way. 

1  he  main  focus  of  the  Better  Streets  Plan  is  upon  the  pedestrian  environment  and  on  the  most  appropriate 
design  for  allowing  streets  to  be  used  as  public  space.  The  Better  Streets  Plan  is  proposed  to  consist  of 
two  primai7  elements,  the  Streetscape  Master  Plan  (SMP)  and  the  Pedestrian  Transportation  Master  Plan 
(PMP),  which  may  ultimately  be  combined  into  a  single  final  plan. 

The  SMP  will  include  design  standards  which  can  be  used  to  guide  citywide  streetscape  design, 
improving  overall  quality,  aesthetic  character,  and  ecological  function  of  San  Francisco's  streets  while 
maintaining  safe  and  efficient  use  of  transportation. 
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Transit  First  Policy 

The  City  of  San  Francisco's  Transit  First  policy,  adopted  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors  in  1973,  was 
developed  in  response  to  the  damaging  impacts  over  previous  decades  of  freeways  on  the  City's  urban 
character.  The  policy  is  aimed  at  restoring  balance  to  a  transportation  system  long  dominated  by  the 
automobile,  and  improving  overall  mobility  for  residents  and  visitors  whose  reliance  chiefly  on  the 
automobile  would  result  in  severe  transportation  deficiencies.  It  encourages  multi-modalism,  the  use  of 
transit  and  other  alternatives  to  the  single-occupant  vehicle  as  modes  of  transportation,  and  gives  priority 
to  the  maintenance  and  expansion  of  the  local  transit  system  and  the  improvement  of  regional  transit 
coordination. 

The  following  ten  principles  constitute  the  City's  Transit  First  policy: 

1.  To  ensure  quality  of  life  and  economic  health  in  San  Francisco,  the  primary  objective  of  the 
transportation  system  must  be  the  safe  and  efficient  movement  of  people  and  goods. 

2.  Public  transit,  including  taxis  and  vanpools,  is  an  economically  and  environmentally  sound 
alternative  to  transportation  by  individual  automobiles.  Within  San  Francisco,  travel  by  public 
transit,  by  bicycle  and  on  foot  must  be  an  attractive  alternative  to  travel  by  private  automobile. 

3.  Decisions  regarding  the  use  of  limited  public  street  and  sidewalk  space  shall  encourage  the  use  of 
public  rights  of  way  by  pedestrians,  bicyclists,  and  public  transit,  and  shall  strive  to  reduce  and 
improve  public  health  and  safety. 

4.  Transit  policy  improvements,  such  as  designated  transit  lanes  and  streets  and  improved 
signalization,  shall  be  made  to  expedite  the  movement  of  public  transit  vehicles  (including  taxis  and 
vanpools)  and  to  improve  public  safety. 

5.  Pedestrian  areas  shall  be  enhanced  wherever  possible  to  improve  the  safety  and  comfort  of 
pedestrians  and  to  encourage  travel  by  foot. 

6.  Bicycling  shall  be  promoted  by  encouraging  safe  streets  for  riding,  convenient  access  to  transit, 
bicycle  lanes,  and  secure  bicycle  parking. 

7.  Parking  policies  for  areas  well  served  by  public  transit  shall  be  designed  to  encourage  travel  by 
public  transit  and  alternative  transportation. 

8.  New  transportation  investment  should  be  allocated  to  meet  the  demand  for  public  transit  generated 
by  new  public  and  private  commercial  and  residential  developments. 

9.  The  ability  of  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  to  reduce  traffic  congestion  depends  on  the 
adequacy  of  regional  public  transportation.  The  City  and  County  shall  promote  the  use  of  regional 
mass  transit  and  the  continued  development  of  an  integrated,  reliable,  regional  public  transportation 
system. 

10.  The  City  and  County  shall  encourage  innovative  solutions  to  meet  public  transportation  needs 
wherever  possible  and  where  the  provision  of  such  service  will  not  adversely  affect  the  service 
provided  by  the  Municipal  Railway.  (Added  November  1999.) 

The  proposed  project  would  result  in  infill  development  in  an  existing  urban  area,  encouraging  use  of 
transit  and  alternative  transportation  modes,  and  would  also  increase  proximity  of  jobs  to  housing  within 
the  City.  These  factors  would  be  expected  to  help  minimize  single-person  auto  travel  in  the  fixture,  which 
would  be  consistent  with  the  intent  of  the  Transit  First  Policy. 
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Transit  Effectiveness  Project 

The  Transit  Effectiveness  Project  (TEP)  was  undertaken  by  the  Municipal  Transportation  Authority 
(MTA)  and  the  San  Franc'sco  Controller's  Office  to  review,  evaluate,  and  make  recommendations  on  the 
Municipal  Railway  system.  The  TEP  resulted  in  recommendations  to  improve  service,  attract  more  riders, 
and  increase  efficiency.  Participants  included  a  Citizen  Advisory  Committee  (CAC);  a  Policy  Advisory 
Group  that  includes  representatives  from  the  Mayor's  office.  Board  of  Supervisors,  transit  unions,  the 
CAC,  MTA  Citizens  Advisory  Council,  San  Francisco  County  Transportation  Authority,  and  the 
Metropolitan  Transportation  Commission;  and  a  Technical/Regional  Advisory  Committee  that  includes 
representatives  from  various  City  departments  and  local  and  regional  transit  agencies  will  provide 
technical  review  and  comment.  In  October  2008,  MTA  Board  of  Directors  voted  unanimously  to  endorse 
the  TEP  recommendations  that  focus  on  service  factors  aimed  at  increasing  customer  convenience, 
including  improved  reliability,  reduced  travel  time,  more  frequent  service  and  updated  Muni  bus  routes 
and  rail  lines  that  track  with  current  travel  patterns.  The  full  set  of  recommendations  is  subject  to 
environmental  review  prior  to  implementation.  (Because  the  TEP  affects  City  provision  of  transportation 
services,  no  determination  is  made  relative  to  project  consistency.) 

Planning  Code  (Zoning) 

The  San  Francisco  Planning  Code,  which  incorporates  by  reference  the  City's  Zoning  Maps,  governs 
pennitted  uses,  densities,  and  the  configuration  of  buildings  within  San  Francisco.  Pennits  to  construct 
new  buildings  (or  to  alter  or  demolish  existing  ones)  may  not  be  issued  unless  either  the  proposed  project 
conforms  to  the  Code,  or  an  exception  is  granted  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  the  Code.  The  proposed 
project  is  located  in  a  C-3-0  (SD)  District  wherein  office  use  is  permitted.  The  C-3-0  district  is  described 
in  Planning  Code  Section  210.3  as  consisting  primarily  of  high-quality  office  development  focusing  on 
finance,  corporate  headquarters,  and  service  industries,  and  serving  as  an  employment  center  for  the 
region.  It  permits  office  uses  and  retail  sales  and  personal  services  uses.  Therefore,  the  project's  proposed 
office  units  would  be  a  principally  permitted  use.  The  Special  Development  (SD)  designation  (Sec.  248) 
constrains  development  at  densities  above  the  base  floor  area  ratio;  additional  density  is  allowable  only  if 
there  is  a  commensurate  reduction  in  the  allowable  density  of  development  on  other  sites  in  the 
downtown  by  the  transfer  of  development  rights  (TDR)  from  eligible  sites.  The  C-3-0  (SD)  District 
pennits  a  base  floor  area  ratio  (FAR)  of  6: 1 .  In  this  district,  a  maximuin  FAR  of  18: 1  is  pennitted  with 
TDR.  The  project  proposes  a  FAR  of  18:1. 

Most  of  the  project  site  is  within  the  350-S  height  and  bulk  district  (350-foot  height  limit;  bulk  limits  for 
base,  lower,  and  upper  towers  per  Section  270(d)),  although  the  northwest  comer  of  the  site  is  within  a 
150-S  height  and  bulk  district,  which  has  a  height  limit  of  150  feet.  The  proposed  project  would  not 
conform  to  the  Planning  Code  height  limit  for  the  portion  of  the  site  where  the  height  limit  is  150  feet, 
and  rezoning  of  this  approximately  45-foot-w\ide-by-82-foot,  6-inch-long  portion  of  the  site  would  be 
required,  as  well  as  amendment  of  the  Downtown  Plan  height  map  (Map  5)  within  the  General  Plan.  The 
project  sponsor  is  seeking  rezoning  of  this  portion  of  the  site  to  a  350-S  height  and  bulk  district, 
consistent  with  the  remainder  of  the  project  site.  Additionally,  because  the  project  would  exceed  bulk 
limits  above  the  building's  base,  exceptions  to  certain  bulk  requirements  (Section  270)  would  be  sought 
under  Planning  Code  Section  309. 
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The  proposed  project  w  ould  eomph  w  ith  the  PUmning  Cocic  Section  132.1(c)  w  ith  regard  to  separation  of 
tow  ers.  The  CoJc  requirement,  based  on  the  biulding's  350-foot  height,  is  a  minimum  tower  setback  of 
19  feet  fi-om  the  centeiiine  of  adjacent  street(s)  and  from  interior  property  line(s).  The  project  would  ha\  e 
a  minimum  setback  of  20  feet  from  the  western  interior  property  line  and  from  all  abutting  streets.'-' 

The  proposed  project  w  ould  pro\  ide  on-site  publicK  accessible  open  space  in  the  form  of  an  indoor  plaza 
w  ithin  the  ground  floor  of  the  building.  PUinning  Code  Sec.  138  requires  open  space  be  pro\  ided  at  the 
rate  of  one  square  foot  per  50  square  feet  of  gross  floor  area  in  the  C-3  Districts.  The  proposed  project 
would  include  apyproximately  430.650  gross  square  feet  of  office  space  and  w  ould  thus  be  required  to 
provide  a  total  of  about  8.613  squai"e  feet  of  open  space.  With  8,650  square  feet  of  common  usable  open 
space  in  a  publicly-accessible  interior  area,  the  project  would  exceed  the  Planning  Code 's  open  space 
requirement.  The  PIanni)ig  Code  considers  such  enclosed  space  that  is  available  to  the  public  to  be  "open 
space"  for  the  puiposes  of  this  requirement. 

As  noted,  the  project  w  ould  not  meet  the  required  building  bulk  limits  prescribed  by  Planning  Code 
Section  270.  and  the  project  sponsor  has  applied  for  an  exception  to  the  bulk  limits  as  provided  in 
Section  309  b>  ineeting  specifications  of  Planning  Code  Section  272.  The  project  also  would  require 
exceptions  from  Planning  Code  pro\  isions  for  Downtow  n  projects  in  the  follow  ing  areas:  ground-level 
wind  cuiTent  requirements  (Section  148).  because  the  project  would  not  reduce  existing  exceedances  of 
the  pedestrian  wind  speed  criterion  and  would  result  in  exceedances  of  both  the  pedestrian  and  seating 
comfort  criteria;  bulk  requirements  (Section  270).  because  the  project  would  exceed  bulk  limits  for  the 
building's  lower  tower;  and  the  requirernent  to  a\  oid  penetration  of  a  specified  "sun  access  plane"  above 
a  certain  street  wall  height  on  Second  Street  (Section  146). 

Planning  Code  Section  151.1  pemiits  off-street  parking  up  to  a  maximum  of  7  percent  of  building  gross 
floor  area  for  office  uses  in  the  C-3  Districts.  The  proposed  floor  area  devoted  to  off-street  parking  would 
be  27,930  squai"e  feet,  which  is  less  than  the  pemiitted  maximum  amount,  thereby  satisfying  the 
requirements  of  Section  151.1.  Planning  Code  Section  152.1  requires  that  the  proposed  project  pro\  ide 
foui"  off-street  loading  spaces.'"^  However,  Section  153(a)(6)  allows  the  substitution  in  C-3  Districts  of 
two  service  vehicle  spaces  for  each  required  off-street  freight  loading  space,  provided  that  a  minimum  of 
50  percent  of  the  required  number  of  spaces  are  provided  for  freight  loading.  The  project  proposes  tv\  o 
full-size  off-street  loading  spaces  on  Tehama  Street,  along  with  four  service  vehicle  spaces  in  the 
basement;  together,  these  spaces  would  meet  the  Planning  Code  off-street  loading  requirement. 

The  project  site  is  not  within  a  Downtown  Conservation  District  or  Redevelopment  Area.  It  is,  however, 
adjacent  to  the  New  Montgomeiy-Second  Street  Conserx  ation  District  that  is  identified  in  Appendix  F  to 
Planning  Code  Article  1 1. 


The  setback  on  Tehama  Street  w  ould  be  2  feet.  6  inches  from  the  properr\'  line  and  20  feel  from  the  midpoint  of  Tehama 
Street.  Setbacks  w  ould  be  greater  on  Second  and  How  ard  Streets,  each  of  w  hich  is  82  feet.  6  inches  in  w  idth. 
Calculation:  0.1  space  per  10,000  sq.  ft.  of  gross  tloor  area  (to  closest  w  hole  number  per  Section  153). 
Thus.  430.650  -  10.000  \  0.1  =  4.3.  rounded  to  four  spaces. 
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Accountable  Planning  Initiative 

In  November  1986.  the  voters  of  San  Francisco  approved  Proposition  M,  the  Accountable  Planning 
Initiative,  which  added  Section  101.1  to  the  Planning  Code  to  establish  eight  Priority  Policies.  These 
policies  are:  (1)  preservation  and  enhancement  of  neighborhood-serving  retail  uses;  (2)  protection  of 
neighborhood  character  (discussed  in  Section  JV.A,  Land  Use);  (3)  preservation  and  enhancement  of 
affordable  housing  (Question  lb.  Population  and  Housing,  in  Section  IV. C,  Population  and  Housing,  with 
regard  to  housing  supply  and  displacement  issues);  (4)  discouragement  of  commuter  automobiles 
(Section  IV. E,  Transportation);  (5)  protection  of  industrial  and  service  land  uses  from  commercial  office 
development  and  enhancement  of  resident  employment  and  business  ownership;  (6)  maximization  of 
earthquake  preparedness  (Questions  7a  -7d,  Geology  and  Soils,  in  Section  IV.N,  Geology,  Soils,  and 
Seismicity);  (7)  landmark  and  historic  building  preservation  (Section  IV. D,  Cultural  Resources);  and 
(8)  protection  of  open  space  (Questions  3a  and  c,  Recreation,  in  Section  IV. J,  Recreation  and  Public 
Space,  as  well  as  Section  IV. H,  Wind,  and  Section  IV. I,  Shadow).  The  Priority  Policies,  which  provide 
general  policies  and  objectives  to  guide  certain  land  use  decisions,  contain  some  policies  that  relate  to 
physical  environmental  issues.  The  proposed  project  would  not  obviously  or  substantially  conflict  with 
any  such  policy.  Prior  to  issuing  a  permit  for  any  project  that  requires  an  Initial  Study  under  CEQA,  and 
prior  to  issuing  a  permit  for  any  demolition,  conversion,  or  change  of  use,  and  prior  to  taking  any  action 
that  requires  a  finding  of  consistency  with  the  General  Plan,  the  City  is  required  to  find  that  the  proposed 
project  or  legislation  is  consistent  with  the  Priority  Policies.  In  evaluating  General  Plan  consistency  of 
the  project  and  reviewing  the  building  permit  application  for  the  proposed  project,  the  Planning 
Commission  and/or  Planning  Department  would  make  the  necessary  findings  of  consistency  with  the 
Priority  Policies. 

The  proposed  project  would  develop  a  high-rise  office  building  in  an  area  of  the  downtown  which  the 
General  Plan  and  Planning  Code  expressly  identify  as  an  appropriate  location  for  such  development.  The 
project  would  comply  with  most  Planning  Code  requirements,  with  certain  exceptions  regarding  bulk, 
ground-level  winds,  and  sunlight  being  sought  as  permitted  pursuant  to  Planning  Code  Section  309.  The 
proposed  project  would  be  generally  consistent  with  General  Plan  objectives  and  policies  applicable  to 
the  project  and  its  proposed  location.  The  staff  report  for  the  Planning  Commission  will  analyze  the 
project's  consistency  with  General  Plan  policies  and  zoning,  and  will  discuss  in  detail  any  exceptions 
requested  or  modifications  required. 
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Environmental  Setting,  Impacts,  and  Mitigation 
Measures 


A.  Land  Use 

This  section  presents  a  discussion  of  existing  land  uses  at  the  project  site  and  in  the  vicinity,  and  describes 
how  the  proposed  project  could  change  the  physical  arrangement  of  land  uses  on  the  project  site,  to  the 
extent  that  such  changes  would  have  the  potential  to  disrupt  and  divide  the  neighborhood  or  have  an 
adverse  impact  on  the  character  of  the  site's  vicinity. 

Setting 
Project  Site 

The  project  site  is  currently  occupied  by  a  23,925-sq.-ft.  parking  lot,  which  is  used  to  provide  primarily 
short-term  parking,  with  approximately  70  marked  spaces  and  an  observed  capacity  for  approximately 
125  vehicles  with  valet  operations.  Although  several  small  commercial  buildings  were  erected  on  the  site 
following  the  1906  earthquake  and  fire,  the  project  site  was  in  use  for  automobile  parking  as  early  as  the 
1930s,  according  to  photographic  evidence:  a  photograph  dated  1934,  reproduced  in  the  project 
archeological  report,  shows  the  project  site  in  use  as  a  parking  lot,  along  with  a  small  gasoline  station  and 
a  sandwich  shop.'^  During  the  early  1990s,  after  a  prior  proposal  for  office  development  was  abandoned 
by  a  previous  property  owner,  the  project  site  was  fenced  off  and  inaccessible,  but  surface  parking  was 
reintroduced  later  in  the  decade  and  continues  to  the  present. 

Project  Vicinity 

In  the  immediate  site  vicinity  there  is  a  mix  of  uses  including  residential,  office,  and  hotel  buildings, 
many  with  ground-floor  retail.  Office  use  is  clearly  predominant,  however,  in  most  of  the  buildings  in  the 
area.  Although  there  are  a  few  high-rise  structures,  mid-rise  buildings  (generally,  three  to  eight  stories) 
predominate,  with  most  buildings  along  both  sides  of  Second  Street  between  Market  Street  to  the  north 
and  Folsom  Street  to  the  south  being  devoted  to  office  use  on  the  upper  stories  and  retail  and  restaurant 
uses  on  the  ground  floor,  in  a  pattern  typical  (albeit  in  smaller  structures)  of  much  of  downtown 
San  Francisco. 


William  Self  Associates.  Final  Historical  Context  Statement,  Archaeological  Research  Design.  Monitoring  and  Treatment 
Plan,  222  Second  Street  Project,  San  Francisco.  September  2007.  This  report  is  available  for  review  at  the  Planning 
Department,  1650  Mission  Street,  Suite  400,  in  Case  File  No.  2006.1 106E. 
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Much  of  the  area  north,  east,  and  west  of  the  project  site  consists  of  early  20th  century  development,  as 
described  in  Section  IV. D,  Cultural  Resources,  and  thus  reflects  the  scale  of  that  era.)  Because  it  retains, 
for  the  most  part,  these  century-old  buildings,  and  because  these  older  buildings  were  developed  primarily 
to  house  office  support  uses  such  as  printers  and  binderies,  as  well  as  wholesaling,  retailing  and  small 
offices,  the  buildings  possess  more  simplified  design  and  less  detail  than  many  historic  downtown 
structures,  including  the  larger  buildings  a  block  west  on  New  Montgomery  Street.  As  a  result.  Second 
Street  presents  a  somewhat  utilitarian  character,  but  with  a  comfortable  pedestrian  scale  owing  to  the 
width  of  the  street  and  the  fact  that  few  buildings  between  Market  and  Howard  Streets  exceed  five  stories. 
Ground-floor  spaces  today  are  devoted  to  a  mix  of  dining  establishments  that  serve  neighborhood  office 
workers  and  small  retail  stores. 

A  similar  pattern  of  office  over  retail  and  restaurant  uses  prevails  on  New  Montgomery  Street  between 
Market  and  Howard  Streets;  as  described  in  more  detail  in  Section  IV.D,  Cultural  Resources,  New 
Montgomery  evolved  first  as  an  extension  of  the  north-of-Market  Street  Financial  District,  with  Second 
Street  not  substantially  developed  until  after  completion  of  the  so-called  Second  Street  Cut  that  extended 
Second  Street  to  the  South  Beach  waterfront.  New  Montgomery  Street,  because  it  is  relatively  narrow  and 
because  the  buildings  are  taller  than  on  Second  Street,  possesses  more  of  the  "office  canyon"  atmosphere 
of  its  north-of-Market  Street  namesake. 

Land  uses  are  somewhat  more  varied  on  Howard  Street,  with  a  mixture  of  office  uses — in  some  cases 
occupying  former  industrial  or  warehouse-type  buildings — and  remaining  light  industrial  uses  (known 
currently  in  San  Francisco  as  "production,  distribution,  and  repair,"  or  PDR  uses)  and  a  sprinkling  of  art 
galleries  (also  a  PDR  use)  and  residential  and  live-work  buildings.  Because  Howard  Street  is  a  major 
traffic  artery  and  because  the  buildings  lining  it  are  generally  smaller  in  scale  and  contain  fewer  active 
ground  floor  uses,  the  street  has  less  pedestrian  ambiance  than  either  Second  or  New  Montgomery  Streets. 
Figure  7  depicts  land  uses  in  the  project  vicinity. 

Larger  office  buildings  in  the  project  area  include  a  26-story  office  building  at  101  Second  Street  (at 
Mission)  that  was  built  in  2000;  a  25-story  office  building  at  55  Second  Street  (2002);  a  33-story  office 
building  at  555  Mission  Street,  between  First  and  Second  Streets  (2008);  a  20-story  office  building  at 
75  Hawthorne  Street  (largely  occupied  by  federal  government  offices);  12-story  office  buildings  at 
201  Third  Street  (Convention  Plaza)  and  666  Folsom  Street;  a  10-story  building  at  55  Hawthorne  Street; 
and  the  10-story,  block-long  Marathon  Plaza  office  complex  at  303  Second  Street.  A  27-story  office 
building  was  approved  in  2007  at  535  Mission  Street,  between  First  and  Second  Streets,  and  construction 
began  in  2008  but  was  suspended.  Most  of  these  buildings  also  have  (or  will  have)  ground-floor  retail 
and/or  restaurant  uses.  The  26-story  Pacific  Telephone  Building  at  140  New  Montgomery  Street,  formerly 
headquarters  of  that  company,  has  recently  been  approved  for  conversion  to  residential  use. 

There  are  several  educational  and  other  institutional  uses  in  the  project  vicinity,  including  Verba  Buena 
Center,  San  Francisco  Fire  Department  Station  No.  1  on  Howard  Street,  the  San  Francisco  Museum  of 
Modem  Art  on  Third  Street,  Golden  Gate  University  on  Mission  Street,  and  tw  o  buildings  of  the 
Academy  of  Art  University  on  New  Montgomery  Street,  along  with  an  18-story  AT&T  switching  facility 
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at  61 1  Folsom  Street.  There  are  also  a  number  of  hotels  nearby,  including  the  30-story  W  Hotel  at  Third 
and  Howard  Streets,  a  portion  (the  upper  20  stories)  of  the  40-story  St.  Regis  tower  at  Third  and  Mission 
Streets,  and  the  18-story  Courtyard  Marriott  hotel  at  299  Second  Street  (at  Folsom). 

Residential  (including  live-work)  uses  in  the  project  vicinity  are  all  relatively  newly  developed.  These 
include  the  nearest  residential  units,  in  a  16-story  building  at  199  New  Montgomery  Street  (approximately 
170  units;  built  in  2004,  according  to  Assessor's  data)  and  a  17-story  building  at  246  Second  Street 
(90  units;  2000),  in  a  recently  completed  (2009)  21 -story  building  at  631  Folsom  Street  (known  as  "Blu"), 
and  in  live-work  projects  at  580  Howard  Street  (14  units;  2000)  and  85  Natoma  Street  (9  units;  2001),  all 
of  which  are  within  half  a  block  of  the  project  site.  A  24-story  residential  building  is  under  construction  at 
One  Hawthorne  Street,  on  the  project  block.  Other  residential  uses  within  about  one  block  of  the  project 
site  include  approximately  20  units  in  two  buildings  on  Clementina  Street  between  First  and  Second 
Streets,  a  former  office  building  converted  to  residential  use  at  74  New  Montgomery  Street,  and  several 
larger  projects  within  the  Verba  Buena  Center  Redevelopment  Area  (the  residential  portion  of  the  St. 
Regis  tower  and  the  40-story  Paramount,  both  at  Third  and  Mission  Streets,  and  two  mid-rise  buildings  at 
Third  and  Folsom  Streets,  St.  Francis  Place  and  Museum  Pare). 

In  addition,  a  residential  building  of  19  stories  was  approved  in  2006  at  201  Second  Street  (across  from 
the  project  site),  although  construction  has  not  begun  on  that  project.  Figure  7  shows  the  location  of  these 
residential  uses. 

As  discussed  in  Chapter  111,  the  project  site  is  within  the  proposed  Transit  Center  District  Plan  area  (a 
draft  plan  was  released  by  the  Planning  Department  in  November  2009),  currently  being  drafted  by  the 
Planning  Department,  and  is  also  within  the  adopted  Transbay  Redevelopment  Plan  Area.  One  of  the 
major  goals  of  the  proposed  Transit  Center  District  Plan  is  to  ensure  that  there  is  sufficient  growth 
opportunity  for  high-density  jobs  in  the  downtown  core,  immediately  proximate  to  the  region's  best 
transit  service.  Therefore,  if  the  Plan  is  adopted,  it  can  be  assumed  that  the  area's  land  use  pattern,  with 
office  uses  predominant,  would  not  change. 

Impacts 

Significance  Criteria 

A  project  would  have  a  significant  effect  on  the  environment  in  terms  of  Land  Use  if  it  would: 

•  Physically  divide  an  established  community, 

•  Conflict  with  any  applicable  land  use  plan,  policy,  or  regulation  of  an  agency  with  jurisdiction  over 
the  project  (including,  but  not  limited  to  the  general  plan,  specific  plan,  local  coastal  program,  or 
zoning  ordinance)  adopted  for  the  purpose  of  avoiding  or  mitigating  and  environmental  effect,  or 

•  Have  a  substantial  adverse  impact  on  the  existing  character  of  the  vicinity. 

A  conflict  between  a  proposed  project  and  a  General  Plan  policy  does  not,  in  itself,  indicate  a  significant 
effect  on  the  environment  within  the  context  of  the  California  Environmental  Quality  Act  (CEQA).  The 
staff  report  Ibr  the  Planning  Commission  will  contain  the  Planning  Department's  full  analysis  of  the 
project's  consistency  with  General  Plan  policies  and  zoning,  and  will  discuss  any  exceptions  requested  or 
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modifications  required.'^  Thus,  the  impact  analysis  does  not  evaluate  planning  inconsistencies,  although 
physical  environmental  impacts  that  could  result  from  such  conflicts  are  analyzed  elsewhere  in  this  EIR. 

Impact  Analysis 

Impact  LU-1:  The  project  would  neither  divide  an  established  community,  nor  have  a  substantial 
adverse  impact  on  the  character  of  the  site  or  vicinity,  either  individually  or  cumulatively.  (Less 
than  Significant) 

As  described  above,  the  project  area  is  characterized  by  a  mix  of  uses,  with  office  uses  over  ground-floor 
retail  stores  and  restaurants  predominating.  The  proposed  project,  a  new  office  building  of  approximately 
430,650  gross  square  feet  with  ground-floor  restaurant/retail  space,  would  result  in  an  increase  in 
intensity  of  existing  land  uses  at  the  project  site  and  in  the  project  vicinity;  the  new  building  would  be 
26  stories  and  cover  approximately  90  percent  of  the  project  site,  with  the  remainder  devoted  to 
circulation  (the  garage  ramp).  However,  the  project  would  not  alter  the  general  land  use  pattern  of  the 
immediate  area,  which  includes  several  newer  high-rise  office  buildings  and  many  more,  older  mid-rise 
office  structures.  Thus,  the  proposed  project  would  change  the  character  of  the  project  site,  but  would  not 
adversely  alter  the  existing  mix  of  uses  in  the  project  area.  Given  the  prevailing  uses  in  the  vicinity,  the 
change  in  character  of  the  project  site  would  not  result  in  an  adverse  physical  impact.  The  project  would 
also  not  physically  divide  an  established  community,  since  it  would  be  achieved  within  the  existing  block 
configuration. 

As  noted  above,  there  are  a  number  of  high-rise  buildings  in  the  project  vicinity,  including  two  office 
towers  built  in  the  past  eight  years  in  the  two  blocks  of  Second  Street  north  of  the  project  site.  The 
proposed  new  building,  at  26  stories  and  approximately  350  feet  in  height,  would  be  taller  and  more 
massive  than  the  mostly  three-  to  eight-story  structures  along  Second,  New  Montgomery,  and  Howard 
Streets,  but  would  be  comparable  in  scale  to  the  approximately  265-foot-tall  residential  tower  nearing 
completion  to  the  west,  at  One  Hawthorne  Street,  and  to  office  towers  located  within  a  block  of  the 
project  site,  including  the  Pacific  Telephone  Building  at  140  New  Montgomery  Street  (approved  for 
conversion  to  residential  use)  and  55  and  101  Second  Street,  as  well  as  the  W  Hotel  at  Third  and  Howard 
Streets.  The  proposed  222  Second  Street  building  would  be  six  stories  taller  than  the  nearby  office 
building  at  75  Hawthorne  Street  and  would  be  approximately  twice  the  height  (in  feet,  but  not  in  stories, 
given  that  office  buildings  typically  have  greater  floor-to-floor  heights  than  residential  and  hotel 
structures)  of  the  nearest  residential  high-rises,  at  246  Second  Street  and  1 99  New  Montgomery  Street,  as 
well  as  the  Courtyard  Marriott  Hotel  at  Second  and  Folsom  Streets.  Nevertheless,  because  it  would 
continue  an  existing  pattern  of  office  uses  predominating  along  the  Second  and  New  Montgomery  Streets 
corridor,  the  proposed  project  would  not  result  in  a  substantial  change  in  the  existing  character  of  the 
vicinity.  (Visual  effects  are  assessed  in  Section  IV. B.)  Moreover,  as  described  more  fully  in  Chapter  III, 
Compatibility  with  Existing  Zoning  and  Plans,  the  proposed  project  would  be  consistent  with  a 
fimdamental  concept  of  the  City's  Downtown  Plan  calling  for  expansion  of  major  office  uses  to  the  area 
around  the  Transbay  Terminal. 


Plan  and  zoning  consistency  is  discussed  in  this  document  in  Chapter  III,  Compatibility  with  Existing  Zoning  and  Plans. 
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Cumulative  Impacts 

As  ofJanuary  2010,  as  many  as  a  dozen  additional  high-rise  and/or  sizable  projects  are  proposed  within 
the  project  vicinity:  the  Transbay  Joint  Powers  Authority  (TJPA)  proposes  to  construct  an  approximately 
1 .000-foot-tall  tower  adjacent  to  the  planned  new  Transbay  Transit  Tenninal  on  Mission  Street,  and  is 
also  considering  high-rise  development  of  a  second  TJPA-owned  parcel  on  Howard  Street  between  First 
and  Second  Streets.  The  Planning  Department  either  has  applications  on  file,  or  has  had  preliminary 
discussions  with  developers,  for  towers  at  50  First  Street  (two  towers,  an  850-foot,  office  tower  fronting 
on  First  Street  and  a  550-foot  residential  tower  fronting  on  Mission  Street,  along  with  retail  space  on  the 
ground  floor  of  each),  350  Mission  Street  (27-story,  345-foot-tall  office  building),  181  Fremont  Street 
(877-foot,  65-story  residential  and  office  tower),  41  Tehama  Street  (400-foot,  39-story  residential 
building),  the  Palace  Hotel  at  New  Montgomei7  and  Market  Streets  (690-foot,  60-story  residential  tower 
at  the  non-historic  southwestern  comer  of  the  existing  hotel),  and  the  southwest  comer  of  Third  and 
Folsom  Streets  (mixed-use  project  potentially  containing  two  towers,  along  with  hotel  and  convention 
space).  In  addition,  the  Planning  Department  and  the  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency  are 
evaluating  a  proposed  605-foot-tall,  residential  tower  at  the  northeast  comer  of  Third  and  Mission  Streets 
that  would  also  rehabilitate  the  historic  Aronson  Building  and  provide  a  new  location  for  the  Mexican 
Museum,  while  the  San  Francisco  Museum  of  Modem  Art  has  announced  plans  for  an  expansion 
structure — which  may  include  a  tower — on  Howard  Street,  southeast  of  the  existing  museum  building  on 
Third  Street.  Beyond  these  proposed  projects,  an  office  building  has  been  approved  and  constmction 
started  and  then  halted  at  535  Mission  Street,  while  there  is  a  long-approved  23-story  office  building  at 
524  Howard  Street.  Additionally,  Golden  Gate  University  has  publicly  discussed  future  plans  for  a  tower 
at  its  Mission  Street  campus. 

Implementation  of  the  above  projects  and  the  proposed  222  Second  Street  project  would  continue  the 
southward  shift  of  San  Francisco's  downtown  core  towards  the  area  surrounding  the  Transbay  Terminal,  a 
process  which  has  been  under  way  since  adoption  of  the  Downtown  Plan  in  1985.  The  residential 
components  of  some  of  the  proposed  new  towers  would  also  help  implement  one  of  the  goals  of  the 
adopted  Transbay  Redevelopment  Plan  (discussed  in  detail  in  Chapter  III,  Compatibility  with  Existing 
Zoning  and  Plans),  "Develop  a  new  downtown  neighborhood  to  help  address  the  city's  and  the  region's 
housing  crisis,  support  regional  transit  use,  and  provide  financial  support  to  the  future  Transbay  Terminal, 
including  access  ramps  and  the  temporary  terminal  facility,  and  Caltrain  Downtown  Extension." 
However,  as  several  of  the  proposed  towers  would  exceed  the  existing  permitted  height  limits,  and  in 
order  to  direct  some  financial  benefit  from  the  potential  increase  in  pemiitted  height  and  density  limits 
toward  the  new  tcnninal  program  and  other  infrastructure  improvements,  the  Planning  Department  is 
currently  undertaking  a  new  planning  effort  for  the  tcnninal  area,  called  the  Transit  Center  District  Plan, 
which  will  require  a  programmatic  evaluation  of  environmental  impacts  of  any  potential  development 
beyond  existing  controls  (see  discussion  in  Chapter  III).  In  addition,  appropriate  levels  of  project-specific 
environmental  review  are  required  for  each  proposed  new  building.  Notwithstanding  the  potential  for 
taller  buildings  than  are  currently  pcnnittcd,  the  planned  additional  high-rise  buildings  in  the  project 
vicinity  would  not  substantially  and  adversely  alter  the  prevailing  mix  of  land  uses  that  is  dominated  by 
office  development  and  includes  residential,  hotel,  and  cultural  uses  along  with  ground-floor  retail  and 
restaurants. 
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In  light  of  the  foregoing,  the  proposed  project  would  not  result  in  a  significant  effect  with  regard  to  land 
use,  either  individually  or  cumulatively. 

Mitigation  and  Improvement  IVIeasures 

Because  no  significant  impacts  are  identified  in  the  above  analysis,  no  mitigation  is  required. 
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This  section  discusses  the  existing  visual  character  of  the  project  site  as  well  as  views  of  the  site  from 
various  public  vantage  points,  and  analyzes  the  potential  for  the  proposed  project  to  affect  existing  site 
character  and  \  iev\  s.  Information  for  the  discussion  and  subsequent  analysis  is  drawn  from  site  visits, 
project  plans  and  photomontages  developed  for  the  project  which  illustrate  the  future  visual 
characteristics  of  the  project  in  the  existing  setting,  as  well  as  under  potential  future  cumulative 
conditions. 

Setting 

The  existing  project  site  consists  of  a  surface  parking  lot  bounded  by  a  chain  link  fence  and  low-lying 
shrubs.  The  lot  is  unoccupied  by  buildings  aside  from  a  small  kiosk  for  parking  attendants.  The  project 
site  occupies  the  northeast  comer  of  the  block  bounded  by  Howard,  Second,  Third,  and  Folsom  Streets. 
Howard  and  Second  Streets  border  the  project  site  to  the  north  and  east,  respectively  (using  San  Francisco 
convention  that  assumes  Market  Street  and  streets  parallel  to  it  run  east-west).  Immediately  to  the  west  of 
the  project  site  is  63 1  Howard  Street,  which  provides  the  southern  visual  terminus  of  the  New 
Montgomery-Second  Street  Conservation  District,  an  area  occupied  generally  by  three-  to  eight-story 
buildings  largely  faced  in  masonry.  Further  west  of  the  project  site  are  the  nearly  complete  24-story 
One  Hawthorne  residential  project,  and  the  12-story  Convention  Plaza  (201  Third  Street)  and  30-story 
W  Hotel  on  either  side  of  Howard  Street  at  the  intersection  of  Third  Street.  To  the  immediate  south, 
across  Tehama  Street,  is  the  two-story,  white-marble-clad  Marine  Firemen's  Union  hall  at  240  Second 
Street.  Further  south  on  the  project  block  stands  246  Second  Street,  a  17-story  residential  tower.  Other 
taller  buildings  in  the  immediate  vicinity  include  the  16-story  199  New  Montgomery  Street  residential 
building  at  New  Montgomery  and  Howard,  the  18-story  Courtyard  Marriott  Hotel  at  Second  and  Folsom 
Streets,  and  the  20-story  office  tower  at  75  Hawthorne  Street,  which  is  located  on  the  project  block. 

Directly  to  the  east  of  the  site,  across  Second  Street,  is  another  surface  parking  lot  with  generally  low 
two-  to  four-story  buildings  occupying  the  adjacent  lots.  To  the  north,  across  Howard  Street,  is  a  six-story 
building,  followed  by  several  mid-rise  buildings  farther  north  as  one  approaches  the  financial  district.  The 
199  New  Montgomery  Street  residential  building  is  just  northwest  of  the  site.  A  newly  built  21-story 
residential  building  ("Blu")  is  located  at  631  Folsom  Street,  about  one  block  south  of  the  project  site. 

Photographs  of  the  project  site  and  vicinity  from  various  vantage  points — depicted  in  Figure  8 — are 
presented  in  Figures  9-14,  pp.  39  -  44.  (Figures  9-14  also  present  photomontages  of  the  proposed 
project  that  are  discussed  in  the  impact  analysis,  below.) 

The  project  site  is  not  readily  visible  in  mid-range  and  long-range  views  because  of  the  generally  taller 
surrounding  structures.  It  is,  however,  visible  Vrom  short  range  views  and  where  streets  provide  view 
corridors  from  vantage  points  one  to  two  blocks  away  (see  upper  images  in  Figures  9  and  10,  pp.  39  and 
40,  which  show  the  site  under  existing  conditions  as  viewed  from  the  north  and  south,  respectively,  on 
Second  Street,  and  in  Figure  1 1.  p.  41.  which  shows  the  site  viewed  from  the  cast  on  Howard  Street).  In 
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Existing  Setting 


Visual  Simulation 


SOURCES:  Thomas  Phifer  and  Partners:  Heller  Manus  Architects 
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Figure  12 

Viewpoint  4:  Looking  East  from 
Verba  Buena  Gardens 
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Visual  Simulation  (Cumulative  Scenario)    Proposed  Project  Obscured  by  Other  Buildings 
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Figure  13 

Viewpoint  5:  Looking  West  from 
Bay  Bridge 
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Figure  14 

Viewpoint  6:  Looking  East  from 
7th  and  Bryant  Streets 
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longer-range  views,  the  project  site  is  not  readily  discernible  (see  upper  images  in  Figures  12  and  13, 
pp.  43  and  44). 

Impacts 

Significance  Criteria 

The  project  would  hav  e  a  significant  effect  on  the  environment  in  terms  of  Aesthetics  if  it  would: 

•  Have  a  substantial  adverse  effect  on  a  scenic  vista; 

•  Substantially  damage  scenic  resources,  including,  but  not  limited  to,  trees,  rock  outcroppings,  and 
other  features  of  the  built  or  natural  environment  which  contribute  to  a  scenic  public  setting; 

•  Substantially  degrade  the  existing  visual  character  or  quality  of  the  site  and  its  surroundings;  or 

•  Create  a  new  source  of  light  or  glare  which  would  adversely  affect  day  or  nighttime  views  in  the 
area  or  which  would  substantially  impact  other  people  or  properties. 

Impact  Analysis 

Impact  AE-1:  The  project  would  not  adversely  affect  a  scenic  vista,  nor  substantially  damage  scenic 
resources,  nor  substantially  degrade  the  existing  visual  character  or  quality  of  the  site  and  its 
surroundings,  nor  create  new  light  or  glare  that  would  adversely  affect  views  or  other  people  or 
properties,  either  individually  or  cumulatively.  (Less  than  Significant) 

The  proposed  project  would  result  in  a  visual  change,  since  it  would  result  in  removal  of  the  existing 
surface  parking  lot  and  construction  of  a  26-story  (plus  mechanical  penthouse),  approximately  370-foot- 
tall  (including  mechanical  penthouse  and  screen)  building  that  would  also  include  ground-level  public 
open  space.  The  project  would  not  substantially  damage  any  scenic  resources,  as  no  such  resources  exist 
on  the  project  site  or  in  the  immediate  vicinity. 

The  project's  fa9ade  would  be  clad  in  an  energy-efficient  insulated  glass  unit  curtain  wall.  The  glass 
would  have  a  slight  tint  owing  to  its  energy-efficient  properties.  The  ground  floor  exterior  would  be 
differentiated  by  a  pattern  of  larger,  clear  glass  panels,  including  full-height  doors  along  Howard  Street 
that  would  slide  open  to  provide  access  to  the  public  open  space  inside.  The  ground  floor  glazing  would 
be  divided  by  wide  columns  and  topped  by  a  belt  course  that  would  delineate  the  top  of  the  ground  floor. 

The  building  facade  would  be  set  back  at  various  intervals  of  height  on  each  of  the  four  facades.  At  the 
fifth  floor,  about  60  feet  above  street  grade,  the  north  fafade  of  the  building  would  be  set  back  5  feet  from 
Howard  Street  and  the  west  facade  would  be  set  back  approximately  20  feet  from  the  westerly  property 
line.  At  the  17th  story  (about  220  above  grade),  the  east  facade  would  be  set  back  24.5  feet  from  Second 
Street,  and  the  south  fafade  would  be  set  back  44.5  feet  from  Tehama  Street.  In  addition,  the  fifth  floor 
would  include  a  further  5-foot  recess,  or  "reveal,"  on  all  four  facades,  intended  to  emphasize  a  visual 
break  above  the  first  four  stories  of  the  building  and  thereby  establish  a  sense  of  continuity  with  nearby 
historic  structures  by  responding  to  prevailing  cornice  line  heights.  Although  the  project  site  extends 
162.5  feet  along  Second  Street  and  155  feet  along  Howard  Street,  these  setbacks  would  create  the  effect 
of  a  less  bulky  building  as  the  height  increases,  compared  to  a  building  of  similar  footprint  but  with  an 
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undifferentiated  street  wall  to  the  top  of  the  building.  This  diminishing  bulk  with  increasing  height  would 
generally  be  consistent  with  the  urban  design  direction  contained  in  the  Downtown  Plan. 

The  project's  proposed  restaurant/retail  component  would  occupy  the  ground  floor  at  the  comer  of 
Second  and  Tehama  Streets.  Publicly  accessible  interior  open  space  would  be  located  along  the  Howard 
Street  (northern)  portion  of  the  building's  ground  floor  lobby.  Other  visible  features  at  the  pedestrian 
level  would  include  the  parking  garage  entry  and  the  loading  dock,  both  on  Tehama  Street. 

The  proposed  new  building,  at  26  stories  and  approximately  350  feet  in  height  (about  370  feet  with 
mechanical  penthouse),  would  be  taller  and  more  massive  than  the  mostly  three-  to  eight-story  structures 
along  Second,  New  Montgomery,  and  Howard  Streets,  including  buildings  in  the  New  Montgomery- 
Second  Street  Conservation  District  (see  visual  simulation  in  Figures  9  and  1 1,  pp.  39  and  41),  but  would 
be  comparable  in  scale  to  the  approximately  265-foot-tall  residential  tower  nearing  completion  to  the 
west,  at  One  Hawthorne  Street,  and  to  office  towers  to  the  north,  including  the  Pacific  Telephone 
Building  at  140  New  Montgomery  Street  (approved  for  conversion  to  residential  use)  and  the  101  Second 
Street  building,  as  well  as  the  W  Hotel  at  Third  and  Howard  Streets  (see  Figure  12,  p.  42).  The  proposed 
222  Second  Street  building  would  be  six  stories  taller  than  the  nearby  office  building  at  75  Hawthorne 
Street  and  would  be  approximately  twice  the  height  (in  feet,  but  not  in  stories,  given  that  office  buildings 
typically  have  greater  floor-to-floor  heights  and  to  residential  and  hotel  structures)  of  the  nearest 
residential  high-rises,  at  246  Second  Street  and  1 99  New  Montgomery  Street,  as  well  as  the  Courtyard 
Marriott  Hotel  at  Second  and  Folsom  Streets  (see  visual  simulation  in  Figure  10,  p.  40). 

The  project  would  be  part  of  the  growing  number  of  high-rise  buildings  located  south  of  Market  Street  in 
the  vicinity  of  the  Transbay  Terminal.  The  26-story  building  would  be  taller  than  other  high-rise  and 
mid-rise  buildings  currently  developed  on  the  project  block,  including  One  Hawthorne  Street, 
75  Hawthorne  Street  and  580-590  Folsom  Street,  and  would  be  taller  than  the  properties  currently 
entitled  to  be  developed  at  201  Second  Street,  a  19-story  residential  development  approved  across  Second 
Street  from  the  project  site.  Of  these  nearby  buildings,  the  project  would  be  closest  in  horizontal 
dimensions  to  the  building  at  One  Hawthorne  Street. 

With  its  facades  of  overlapping  glass  panels  interrupted  by  internal  horizontal  rails  of  metal,  the  proposed 
building  would  appear  as  a  largely  glazed  rectilinear  mass,  and  would  be  differentiated  from  other  nearby 
structures,  which  are  typically  clad  with  brick  and  feature  "punched"  windows  (in  the  case  of  older 
buildings)  or  with  a  combination  of  masonry  panels  and  glass  (in  the  case  of  newer  structures).  (However, 
the  proposed  project  would  be  consistent  with  the  tower  facades  of  One  Hawthorne  Street,  although  that 
building  includes  masonry  cladding  on  its  seven  stories  above  the  ground  floor.)  The  proposed  project's 
glass  facade  would  give  the  project  a  more  visually  permeable  appearance  than  many  of  its  neighbors,  and 
would  thus  add  variety  to  mid-  and  long-range  views  of  downtown. 

The  proposed  project  would  have  greater  bulk  than  nearby  structures,  and  the  placement  of  its  upper 
tower  above  the  northwest  comer  of  the  project's  lower  tower  would  create  a  somewhat  unusual  fonn, 
with  the  upper  tower  set  back  a  greater  distance  from  the  east  and  south  than  from  the  north  and  west  (see 
Figures  9  -  14,  pp.  39  -  44).  The  project  sponsor  would  seek  an  exception  to  the  bulk  requirements  of 
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Planning  Code  Section  270  because  the  project  would  exceed  bulk  limits  above  the  building's  base,  in  the 
lower  tower,  where  the  average  and  maximum  floor  plate  and  the  maximum  plan  dimension  all  would 
exceed  that  pennitted  under  Section  270.  (The  upper  tower  would  comply  with  Section  270  bulk  limits.) 

The  proposed  project  would  introduce  a  new  element  to  the  skyline  of  the  southern  Financial  District.  The 
project  would  be  farther  south  on  Second  Street  than  any  of  the  recently  buih  high-rise  office  buildings, 
which  are  clustered  between  Market  and  the  south  side  of  Mission  Street;  it  would  also  be  the  tallest 
building  between  Mission  Street  and  Rincon  Hill,  with  the  exception  of  the  199  Fremont  Street  tower  and 
the  Intercontinental  Hotel  at  888  Howard  Street  (at  Fifth  Street),  each  of  which  is  approximately  the  same 
height  as  the  proposed  222  Second  Street  building.  As  such,  the  proposed  building  would  be  readily 
apparent  in  views  to  the  south  from  viewpoints  between  Market  and  Howard  Streets,  such  as  illustrated  in 
Figure  9,  p.  39.  Likewise,  the  building  would  stand  out  on  the  skyline  in  close-range  views  to  the  west, 
where  there  are  few  buildings  as  tall  (see  Figure  11,  p.  41).  However,  the  proposed  project  would  not 
stand  out  when  viewed  against  other  high-rises  in  downtown  San  Francisco;  rather,  the  new  building 
would  tend  to  blend  into  the  background  created  by  surrounding  development  when  seen  from  longer- 
range  vantage  points  (see  Figures  12  -  14,  pp.  42  -  44).  Therefore,  the  project  would  not  result  in  a 
substantial  adverse  effect  on  views  of  the  San  Francisco  skyline. 

The  project  would  comply  with  Planning  Commission  Resolution  9212,  which  prohibits  the  use  of 
mirrored  or  reflective  glass.  The  building  would  be  partially  lighted  at  night,  consistent  with  energy 
conservation  measures  included  in  the  project's  LEED  Gold  rating,  but  would  not  be  expected  to  result  in 
substantially  more  spillover  light  than  is  common  and  accepted  in  an  urban  area,  nor  substantially  more 
than  is  the  case  under  existing  conditions  in  the  larger  project  vicinity.  Thus,  the  project  would  not 
produce  light  or  glare  adversely  affecting  other  properties. 

The  proposed  project  would  involve  a  substantial  change  in  the  character  of  the  project  site.  Nevertheless, 
visual  quality  is  subjective,  and  given  the  project's  location  in  a  developed  high-density  downtown  urban 
setting,  it  can  be  concluded  that  the  proposed  building  would  not  substantially  degrade  the  existing  visual 
character  of  the  site  and  its  surroundings.  Thus,  the  change  in  visual  character  of  the  project  site  would 
not  be  considered  to  "substantially  degrade"  the  character,  and  the  impact  would  be  less  than  significant. 

The  nearest  major  public  open  space  is  Verba  Buena  Gardens,  located  about  one  and  a  half  blocks  west  of 
the  site  along  Howard  Street.  The  project  would  be  visible  from  Verba  Buena  Gardens  behind  a 
foreground  of  other  high-rise  buildings,  such  as  the  26-story  Pacific  Telephone  Building,  the  30-stoi7 
W  Hotel,  the  24-story  One  Hawthorne  building,  the  1 2-story  Convention  Plaza  building  at  201  Third 
Street,  and  the  20-story  building  at  75  Hawthorne  Street.  The  project  would  not  substantially  alter  the 
view  from  Verba  Buena  Gardens  because  it  would  be  part  of  this  group  of  buildings  of  generally 
comparable  height  and  bulk  (see  Figure  12,  p.  42).  The  project  would  also  be  partially  visible  from 
publicly  accessible,  privately  owned  open  spaces,  including  nearby  plazas  such  as  the  100  First  Street  sun 
terrace,  the  sunken  terrace  at  Golden  Gate  University  and  the  privately  owned,  publicly  accessible  open 
spaces  located  adjacent  to  office  buildings  at  555  Mission  Street  and  560  Mission  Street.  However, 
because  of  intervening  buildings,  the  view  of  the  project  from  these  areas  would  include  only  the  upper 
stories  of  the  project.  Moreover,  the  project  would  appear  as  one  of  many  mid-rise  and  high-rise  buildings 
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in  the  vicinity  and,  as  such,  would  not  adversely  affect  a  scenic  vista,  nor  substantially  damage  scenic 
resources,  nor  substantially  degrade  the  visual  character  or  quality  of  the  area.  As  such,  the  impact  would 
be  less  than  significant. 

As  can  be  seen  in  the  visual  simulations  in  Figures  9  through  12,  pp.  39  -  42,  the  proposed  project  would 
alter  views  of  the  project  site.  However,  to  the  extent  that  the  project  would  alter  longer-range  views,  the 
project  would  obscure  portions  of  other  relatively  distant  buildings,  and  would  therefore  not  result  in  an 
adverse  effect  on  a  scenic  vista.  Therefore,  the  impact  would  be  less  than  significant. 

Cumulative  Impacts 

The  project  would  be  constructed  within  an  increasingly  densely  built  urban  area  around  the  Transbay 
Terminal.  Although  the  proposed  project's  additional  development  height  at  the  project  site,  compared  to 
existing  conditions,  would  be  visible  from  surrounding  buildings,  the  project  would  not  obstruct  any 
publicly  accessible  scenic  views  or  have  a  substantial  adverse  effect  on  a  scenic  vista.  In  longer  range 
views,  such  as  from  the  Bay  Bridge  (see  Figure  13,  p.  43),  and  from  the  elevated  1-80  freeway  (see 
Figure  14,  p.  44),  the  project  would  appear  against  a  backdrop  of  other,  much  taller,  high-rise  office 
towers  currently  proposed  for  the  Transbay  Redevelopment  Project  Area  (and  proposed  Transit  Center 
Area),  as  described  in  Section  IV. A,  Land  Use,  p.  35,  and  those  currently  under  construction  and 
approved  in  the  Rincon  Hill  Area.'^ 

The  development  of  the  proposed  office  tower  at  222  Second  Street  would  therefore  not  substantially 
affect  aesthetics  either  individually  or  cumulatively  by  blocking  any  scenic  vista  currently  enjoyed  from 
public  open  spaces  in  the  area  or  result  in  a  cumulative  adverse  effect  on  the  visual  character  of  the 
project  site  or  vicinity.  From  long-range  vantage  points,  such  as  the  Bay  Bridge  and  elevated  1-80 
fi-eeway,  the  project  would  appear  similar  to  or  smaller  than  a  number  of  existing  and  planned  high-rise 
buildings  in  the  general  vicinity.  From  mid-range  views,  the  project  would  appear  compatible  with  the 
surrounding  urban  setting.  Although  contemporary  in  its  architectural  expression,  the  proposed  project 
would  connect  visually  to  the  existing  aesthetic  character  of  buildings  in  the  site  vicinity.  Therefore,  the 
project  would  not  have  significant  cumulative  aesthetics  impacts. 

Mitigation  and  Improvement  Measures 

Because  no  significant  impacts  are  identified  in  the  above  analysis,  no  mitigation  is  required. 


The  visual  simulations  in  Figures  13  and  14  include  a  separate  image  that  depicts  cumulative  development  approved  in  the 
Transbay  Redevelopment  Area  and  the  Rincon  Hill  Plan  area,  as  well  as  the  planned  Transit  Tower,  another  site  controlled 
by  the  Transbay  Joint  Powers  Authority  (TJPA)  on  Howard  Street  between  First  and  Second  Streets,  and  other  high-rise 
buildings  in  the  proposed  Transit  Center  District  Plan  area. 


Case  No.  2006.1106E 


48 

206337 


222  Second  Street 


IV.  ENVIRONMENTAL  SETTING,  IMPACTS,  AND  MITIGATION  MEASURES 


B.  AESTHETICS 


C.  Population  and  Housing 

Setting 

San  Francisco  consistently  ranks  as  one  of  the  most  expensive  housing  markets  in  the  United  States. 

San  Francisco  is  the  central  city  in  an  attractive  region  known  for  its  agreeable  climate,  open  space  and 

recreational  opportunities,  cultural  amenities,  strong  and  diverse  economy,  and  prominent  educational 

institutions.  As  a  regional  employment  center,  San  Francisco  attracts  people  who  want  to  live  close  to 

where  they  work.  These  factors  continue  to  support  strong  housing  demands  in  the  City.  New  housing  to 

relieve  the  market  pressure  created  by  the  strong  demand  is  particularly  difficuh  to  provide  in 

San  Francisco  because  the  amount  of  land  available  is  limited,  and  because  land  and  development  costs 

are  high.  An  estimated  330,000  households  resided  in  San  Francisco  in  2000.  By  2025,  San  Francisco 

households  are  expected  to  increase  by  35,000  households,  nearly  an  1 1  percent  increase.'^ 

San  Francisco's  employment  is  projected  to  grow  from  about  635,000  employees  in  2000  to  about 

760,000  employees  in  2025,  an  increase  of  20  percent.'^ 

Impacts 

Significance  Criteria 

The  project  could  have  a  significant  effect  on  the  environment  if  it  would: 

•  Induce  substantial  population  growth  in  an  area,  either  directly  (for  example,  by  proposing  new 
homes  and  businesses)  or  indirectly  (for  example,  through  extension  of  roads  or  other 
infrastructure); 

•  Displace  substantial  numbers  of  existing  housing  units  or  create  demand  for  additional  housing, 
necessitating  the  construction  of  replacement  housing;  or 

•  Displace  substantial  numbers  of  people,  necessitating  the  construction  of  replacement  housing 
elsewhere. 

In  general,  if  a  project  would  result  in  none  of  the  foregoing,  it  would  not  have  a  significant  impact  with 
respect  to  population  and  housing.  If  the  project  would  result  in  one  or  more  of  the  foregoing  changes, 
then  further  analysis  would  be  necessary  to  detemiine  if  the  change  would  result  in  a  physical  alteration 
such  that  the  environment  would  be  adversely  affected. 


San  Francisco  Planning  Dcparlnicnl  grou  tli  forecasts,  cited  in  Ecislern  Neighborhoods  Rezoniii^  and  Area  Plans  EIR,  Case 
No,  2004.0 16()E;  Final  FIR  certillcd  August  7,  2008. 
Planning  Dcparlmenl  growth  forecasts,  cited  in  Note  18. 
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Impact  Analysis 

Impact  PH-1:  The  project  would  not  induce  substantial  population  growth,  displace  existing 
housing  or  people,  or  create  substantial  demand  for  additional  housing,  either  individually  or 
cumulatively.  (Less  than  Significant) 

The  project  would  construct  a  new  office  building  with  approximately  453,000  square  feet  of  office  and 
restaurant/retail  space  (430,650  square  feet  of  gross  floor  area,  measured  according  to  the  Planning  Code, 
and  about  522,350  square  feet  of  total  building  area).  Demolition  of  the  existing  parking  lot  on  site  would 
not  necessarily  displace  the  up  to  four  service  employees  who  currently  work  on  the  site,  as  the  project 
would  provide  a  valet  operated  parking  facility  of  similar  capacity  to  that  provided  at  the  existing  site.  At 
full  occupancy,  the  project  would  house  about  1 ,625  office  employees  and  about  1 5  restaurant/retail 
employees. 20  Some  of  these  would  likely  be  new  employees;  some  would  relocate  from  other 
San  Francisco  office  buildings.  Therefore,  project-related  employment  growth  would  constitute  about 
1.3  percent  of  city  wide  employment  growth  by  the  year  2025,  assuming  that  all  employees  in  the  project 
would  be  new  to  San  Francisco;  in  reality,  some  workers  at  the  project  will  be  likely  to  have  relocated 
from  other  jobs  in  San  Francisco.  This  potential  increase  in  employment  would  be  minimal  in  the  context 
of  the  total  employment  in  greater  San  Francisco. 

Based  on  a  nexus  study  prepared  for  the  Jobs-Housing  Linkage  Program  {Planning  Code  Sees.  313  et. 
seq.),  the  project  would  create  a  demand  for  about  555  new  dwelling  units  in  San  Francisco,  assuming 
that  all  employees  at  the  project  were  new  to  San  Francisco. 2'  (As  noted  above,  some  workers  at  the 
project  will  be  likely  to  have  relocated  from  other  jobs  in  San  Francisco.) 

This  demand  for  555  dwelling  units  would  add  to  existing  strong  housing  demand  in  the  City.  Housing 
demand  in  and  of  itself  is  not  a  physical  environmental  effect,  but  an  imbalance  between  local 
employment  and  housing  can  lead  to  long  commutes  with  traffic  and  air  quality  impacts.  Traffic  and  air 
quality  issues  are  both  analyzed  in  this  EIR.  Some  employees  of  the  project  who  could  afford  to  purchase 
or  rent  market-rate  housing  in  San  Francisco  would  be  likely  to  live  in  San  Francisco,  while  others  would 
choose  to  live  elsewhere  in  the  Bay  Area.  Many  others  would  not  be  able  to  afford  to  live  in  the  City.  For 
example,  based  on  Census  2000  data,  the  greatest  number  of  workers  living  in  San  Francisco  worked  in 
office  and  administrative  support  capacities,  and  these  employees  had  a  median  annual  wage  of  just  over 
$38,000.  On  the  other  hand,  the  second  largest  number  of  workers  living  in  San  Francisco  were  in 
management  occupations,  earning  a  median  of  more  than  $1 1 1,000.^2  Employees  who  could  not  afford 
market-rate  housing  would  be  forced  to  look  for  housing  elsewhere,  and  would  not  have  the  option  of 


Employment  calculations  in  this  section  are  based  on  the  City  of  San  Francisco  Transportation  Impact  Analysis  Guidelines, 
which  estimate  an  average  density  of  350  square  feet  per  employee  assigned  to  restaurant/retail  space  (about  4.600  square 
feet  of  total  floor  area),  and  276  square  feet  per  employee  assigned  to  office  uses  (about  448,000  square  feet  of  total  floor 
area). 

This  method  uses  the  estimated  project-related  increase  in  employment  (1,640  employees)  by  the  fraction  of  San  Francisco 
employees  who  live  in  the  City  (55%).  This  result,  the  approximate  number  of  project-related  employees  who  would  live  in 
the  City  (902),  is  divided  by  the  average  number  of  San  Francisco  workers  in  households  where  San  Francisco  u  orkers 
reside  (1.63).  The  estimated  housing  demand  would  be  553  units  (1,640  x  0.55  ^1.63  =  553). 
Hausrath  Economics  Group,  Eastern  Neighborhoods  Rezoning:  Socioeconomic  Analysis,  Draft  for  Public  Review, 
March  2007.  Available  on  the  internet  at: 

http://www.sfgov.org/site/uplQadedfiles/planning/Citvwide/pdf/SEIA_DRAFT_for_Public  Review.pdf 
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living  nearby  (unless,  for  example,  they  chose  to  live  in  crowded  conditions  with  others).  This  diminished 
housing  choice  could  have  physical  implications,  such  as  longer  commutes  that  would  generate  more 
traffic  and  more  pollutant  emissions.  The  proposed  project  would  be  required  to  comply  with  the  Jobs- 
Housing  Linkage  Program  (Planning  Code  Sees.  3\3  et.  seq.),  which  would  require  that  the  project 
sponsor  either  fund  the  construction  of  1 1 6  affordable  housing  units-^  or  pay  an  in-lieu  fee  to  the  City  in 
the  amount  of  SI  9.89  per  gross  square  foot  of  office  space,  or  approximately  S8.57  million,  or  to  employ 
a  combination  of  housing  construction  and  in-licu  fee.  Compliance  with  the  Jobs-Housing  Linkage 
Program  w  ould  not  fully  meet  the  increased  demand  for  affordable  housing  that  would  be  generated  by 
the  proposed  project.  However,  the  Jobs-Housing  Linkage  Program  would  substantially  reduce  the 
affordable  housing  demand  that  the  project  would  otherwise  generate. 

No  housing  exists  on  the  project  site,  and  thus  the  project  would  not  displace  any  housing  units  or  create 
the  need  for  replacement  housing. 

In  light  of  the  abo\  e.  the  project  would  not  result  in  significant  effects  related  to  population  and  housing. 

Mitigation  and  Improvement  Measures 

Because  no  significant  impacts  are  identified  in  the  above  analysis,  no  mitigation  is  required. 


Based  on  0.00027  housing  units  per  gross  square  foot  of  ofTice  development  and  a  project  of  430,650  square  feet  of  gross 
floor  area  of  office  space,  per  Planning  Code  Section  3 1 3.5. 


Case  No  2006  1106E 


51 

206337 


222  Second  Street 


IV.  ENVIRONMENTAL  SETTING,  IMPACTS,  AND  MITIGATION  MEASURES 


D.  Cultural  Resources 
Introduction 

CEQA  Section  21084.1  states  that  "a  project  that  may  cause  a  substantial  adverse  change  in  the 
significance  of  an  historical  resource  is  a  project  that  may  have  a  significant  effect  on  the  environment." 
A  "historical  resource"  is  defined  as  one  that  is  listed  in,  or  determined  eligible  for  listing  in,  the 
California  Register  of  Historical  Resources  (California  Register).  Subsurface  cultural  (archeological) 
resources  may  also  be  historical  resources  if  they  are  listed  in,  or  detennined  eligible  for  listing  in,  the 
California  Register.  In  addition,  a  resource  that  (i)  is  identified  as  significant  in  a  local  register  of 
historical  resources,  such  as  Article  10  and  Article  11  of  the  San  Francisco  Planning  Code  and  certain 
other  surveys  that  have  been  adopted  by  the  City,-"*  or  (ii)  is  deemed  significant  due  to  its  identification  in 
an  historical  resources  survey  meeting  the  requirements  of  Public  Resources  Code  Section  5024.1(g),  is 
presumed  to  be  historically  significant  "unless  the  preponderance  of  the  evidence  demonstrates  that  the 
resource  is  not  historically  or  culturally  significant."  Finally,  CEQA  Section  21084.1  permits  a  lead 
agency  to  determine  that  a  resource  constitutes  a  historical  resource  even  if  the  resource  does  not  meet  the 
foregoing  criteria.  A  "substantial  adverse  change"  is  defined  in  Section  15064.5(b)(1)  of  the  State  CEQA 
Guidelines  as  "physical  demolition,  destruction,  relocation,  or  alteration  of  the  resource  or  its  immediate 
surroundings  such  that  the  significance  of  an  historical  resource  would  be  materially  impaired."-^ 

The  Planning  Department  considers  as  historical  resources  those  properties  listed  in  or  determined 
eligible  for  the  California  Register  (including  properties  listed  in  or  eligible  for  listing  in  the  National 
Register  of  Historic  Places)  and  resources  listed  in  an  adopted  local  historic  register.  According  to 
Planning  Department  CEQA  historic  resources  review  procedures,  adopted  "local  historic  registers" 
include  Planning  Code  Articles  10  and  1 1  and  resources  listed  as  National  or  California  Register-eligible 
in  four  specific  local  surveys  adopted  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors  or  Planning  Commission:  the  1968 
hook  Here  Today,^^  adopted  by  Board  of  Supervisors  resolution  in  1970;  the  Dogpatch  Survey,  endorsed 
by  Planning  Commission  motion  in  2001;  the  Central  Waterfront  Survey,  endorsed  by  Planning 
Commission  motion  in  2002;  and  the  North  Beach  Survey,  adopted  by  Board  of  Super\  isors  resolution  in 
1999.  Other  potential  historical  resources  generally  require  further  consideration  prior  to  their  status  being 
confirmed.  Planning  Department  historical  resource  review  procedures  state  that,  for  various  types 
properties,  including  buildings  more  than  50  years  old  that  are  proposed  for  demolition,  "additional 
research  will  be  required  to  determine  whether  they  meet  the  California  Register  criteria  and  qualify  as 
'historical  resources'  for  the  purposes  of  CEQA."^'^  This  further  research  will,  in  some  cases,  result  in  a 
property  not  previously  identified  as  a  historical  resource  being  determined  to  be  such  a  historical 
resource  for  CEQA  purposes.  As  stated  in  Section  15064.5(a)(4)  of  the  State  CEQA  Guidelines,  "The  fact 
that  a  resource  is  not  listed  in,  or  determined  to  be  eligible  for  listing  in  the  California  Register  of 
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These  include  surveys  of  Dogpatch,  the  Central  Waterfront,  and  North  Beach,  and  the  1968  book  Here  Today  (see  below). 
The  definition  of  material  impairment  is  presented  under  Significance  Criteria  in  the  impact  analysis  of  this  section. 
Here  Today,  San  Francisco 's  Architectural  Heritage.  Text  by  Roger  Olmsted  and  T.  H.  Watkins.  San  Francisco,  CA, 
Chronicle  Books.  1968. 

San  Francisco  Preservation  Bulletin  No.  16,  San  Francisco  Planning  Department,  "CEQA  Re\  ie\v  Procedures  for  Historic 

Resources,"  Draft,  March  31.  2008.  Available  on-line  at:  http:/''\\'^v^v■sf- 
planning.org/Modules/ShowDocument.aspx?documentid=5340.:  page  6. 
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Properties  listed  or  under  re\  iew  by  the  State  of  California  Office  of  Historic  Preser\'ation  (OHP)  are 
assigned  a  California  Historical  Resource  Status  Code  of  "1"  to  "7"  in  order  to  establish  their  historical 
significance  in  relation  to  the  National  Register  or  California  Register.  (That  a  property  does  not  have  a 
status  code  does  not  necessarily  indicate  the  property  is  ineligible  for  listing;  more  often,  this  simply 
reflects  the  fact  that  a  property  has  not  been  assessed  for  eligibility  for  the  National  Register  or  California 
Register.)  Properties  with  a  listing  of  "1"  or  "2"  are  eligible  for  listing  in  either  California  Register  or  the 
National  Register,  or  are  listed  in  one  or  both  of  the  two  lists.  Properties  with  a  "3"  or  "4"  appear  to  be 
eligible  for  listing  in  either  register,  but  nonnally  require  more  research  to  support  this  rating.  Properties 
with  a  "5"  are  typically  locally  significant  or  are  of  contextual  importance.  Designation  of  "6"  means  that 
the  property  is  not  eligible  for  listing  (frequently  only  as  to  the  National  Register;  some  such  properties 
may  be  eligible  for  the  California  Register),  while  a  designation  of  "7"  means  that  a  property  either  has 
not  been  e\  aluated  or  requires  re-evaluation.-^'^  Properties  rated  1  -  5  are  considered  to  be  historical 
resources  for  the  purposes  of  CEQA. 

Properties  are  assigned  California  Register  status  codes  when  they  are  evaluated.  These  evaluations  may 
occur  for  various  purposes.  For  example,  buildings  may  be  assigned  tentative  status  codes  as  part  of  a 
"Section  106  review"  (pursuant  to  the  National  Historic  Preservation  Act),  or  as  part  of  another  type  of 
project-specific  historical  resources  evaluation;  once  these  ratings  are  accepted  by  OHP,  they  are  recorded 
as  such  in  OHP's  database,  which  is  disseminated  to  various  state  offices  of  the  California  Historical 
Resources  Information  System  (CHRIS). 

Project  S/fe3i 

The  existing  parking  lot  that  occupies  the  project  site  contains  no  existing  structures  other  than  a  small 
parking  lot  attendant  shed.  The  site  is  not  listed  as  an  individual  resource  under  Article  1 1  of  the  Planning 
Code,  and  is  not  located  in  any  historic  districts,  but  is  immediately  adjacent  to  a  Consei^vation  District 
identified  in  the  Planning  Code  and  is  across  the  street  from  a  historic  district  listed  in  the  National 
Register.  These  districts  are  discussed  below,  under  "Historical  Resources  in  the  Project  Vicinity." 

The  building  at  631  Howard  Street — where  the  project  proposes  to  demolish  a  loading  dock  at  the 
southeast  comer  of  the  building — is  identified  as  a  "Significant  Building  -  Category  11"  under  Article  1 1 
of  the  Planning  Code,  which  addresses  preservation  of  buildings  and  districts  of  architectural,  historical, 
and  aesthetic  importance  in  the  C-3  (Downtown)  zoning  district.  Article  1 1.  adopted  in  1985  as  part  of  the 
implementation  of  the  Downtown  Plan,  divides  all  buildings  in  the  C-3  Zoning  Districts  (generally, 
downtown)  into  five  categories  according  to  the  Building  Rating  Methodology  as  set  forth  and  explained 


The  State  Office  of  Historic  Preserv  ation  (OHP)  adopted  new  Caliloniia  Historical  Resource  Status  Codes  in  2003. 
Previously,  a  designation  of  "4"  indicated  that  a  pr^iperty  had  the  potential,  if  some  circumstance  or  event  was  to  happen  in 
the  future,  to  become  eligible  for  the  National  Register.  Thus  by  definition,  resources  identified  as  "4"s  were  not  eligible  for 
the  National  Register.  Yet  under  CEQA.  they  were  presumed  to  be  historical  resources.  OHP  plans  to  con\  ert  all  former 
"4"s  to  either  a  7N  or  7N1.  whichever  is  appropriate,  to  signify  that  these  resources  need  to  be  reev  aluated  using  current 
standards  and  applying  both  National  Register  and  California  Register  criteria. 

TTiis  discussion  relies  in  part  on  a  background  report.  "Historical  Resources  Evaluation  Report:  6.^1  Howard  Street," 
prepared  by  Frederick  Knapp.  AlA.  and  Melissa  Bleier.  February  2008.  This  report  is  on  file  and  a\  ailable  for  re\  iew  at  the 
Planning  Department.  UxSO  Mission  Street.  Suite  400.  in  Case  File  No.  2006.1i06E. 
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in  the  "Preservation  of  the  Past"  section  of  the  Downtown  Plan  (Planning  Code  Sec.  1 102).  The  most 
important  buildings  are  designated  "Significant-*^  Buildings"  and  are  rated  Category  1  and  Category  11. 
A  second  tier  of  structures  are  designated  "Contributory  Buildings"  and  are  rated  Category  111  and 
Category  IV.  On  the  basis  of  evaluations  undertaken  in  connection  with  the  preparation  and  adoption  of 
the  Downtown  Plan  and  Article  11,  more  than  400  buildings  were  classified  as  Significant  or 
Contributoi-y  (Categories  I,  II,  III,  and  IV).  All  other  downtown  buildings  are  "Unrated  Buildings" 
(neither  individually  nor  contextually  significant)  and  designated  Categoiy  V.  On  the  basis  of  these  same 
evaluations,  Article  1 1  also  designates  six  areas  as  Conservation  Districts,  which  contain  "substantial 
concentrations  of  buildings  that  together  create  subareas  of  special  architectural  and  aesthetic  importance. 
Such  areas  shall  contain  substantial  concentrations  of  Significant  and  Contributory  Buildings  and  possess 
substantial  overall  architectural,  aesthetic  or  historic  qualities  justifying  additional  controls  in  order  to 
protect  and  promote  those  qualities"  (Planning  Code  Sec.  1 103).  One  of  these  Conservation  Districts  is 
immediately  adjacent  to  the  project  site,  as  discussed  below. 

As  a  Significant  Building  in  Article  1 1,  the  building  at  631  Howard  Street  "is  identified  as  significant  in  a 
local  register  of  historical  resources"  and  is  therefore  "presumed  to  be  historically  significant"  absent 
evidence  to  the  contrary.  Because  no  such  evidence  has  been  uncovered,  the  63 1  Howard  Street  building 
is  deemed  a  historical  resource  under  CEQA.  In  addition,  the  building  was  detemiined  individually 
eligible  for  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places  in  1977  (and  thus  is  also  individually  listed  in  the 
CaHfomia  Register),  further  ensuring  that  it  meets  the  CEQA  qualification  as  a  historical  resource. 

The  631  Howard  Street  building  is  a  reinforced  concrete  structure  faced  in  light-brown  brick,  originally 
constructed  in  1929  and  designed  by  noted  San  Francisco  architect  George  Kelham.  Kelham  originally 
arrived  in  San  Francisco  when  he  was  sent  by  the  New  York  firm  of  Trowbridge  and  Livingston  to  serve 
as  supervising  architect  for  the  Palace  Hotel  (City  Landmark  No.  18)  in  1909.  He  subsequently  opened 
his  own  practice  and  was  architect  for  the  old  San  Francisco  Main  Library  (now  the  Asian  Art  Museum), 
the  Shell  and  Standard  Oil  Buildings  on  Bush  Street,  the  Russ  Building  on  Montgomery  Street,  and  the 
Hills  Brothers  Building  at  the  foot  of  Harrison  Street  (Landmark  No.  1 57),  as  well  as  the  Mount  Davidson 
cross.  Kelham  is  also  known  as  the  chief  architect  for  the  Panama-Pacific  Exposition  (World's  Fair)  held 
in  San  Francisco  in  1915,  and  as  Supervising  Architect  of  the  University  of  California  at  Berkeley,  from 
1927  until  his  death  in  1936. 

The  building  at  63 1  Howard  Street  was  built  for  William  Volker  &  Co,  a  Kansas  City-based  distributor  of 
furniture  and  window  shades,  and  was  historically  known  as  the  William  Volker  Building.  (The  company 
first  opened  a  San  Francisco  branch  in  1906.)  The  approximately  50-foot-tall  structure  has  four  stories 
plus  a  mezzanine  (and  basement),  with  Art  Deco  design  features  on  its  principal  Howard  Street  fa9ade.  As 
it  stands  today,  the  Howard  Street  facade  comprises  a  series  of  nine  brick  pilasters  interspersed  with 
smaller  pilasters  that  extend  from  the  top  of  the  ground-floor  storefront  to  the  roof,  where  the  building 


This  use  of  the  word  significant  in  the  context  of  historic  architectural  resources  is  to  be  differentiated  from  its  use  in  the 
sense  under  CEQA  that  denotes  an  effect  that  constitutes  a  substantial  adverse  change  in  the  environment.  Significant,  u  hen 
used  in  reference  to  historic  architectural  resources,  denotes  a  resource's  importance,  in  that  context. 
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terminates  in  a  crenellated  parapet.  The  pilasters  separate  the  facade  into  eight  bays,  each  of  which 
contains  metal  miilti-Hghi  "industrial  sash"  windows  with  steeply  sloping  sills,  below  which  are  a  row  of 
dentils  and  spandrel  panels  decorated  with  diamond-shaped  stone  inserts  that  together  emphasize  the 
building's  geometric  design  that  is  typical  of  the  Art  Deeo  style.  As  is  frequently  the  case  with 
commercial  buildings,  the  ground  floor  storefront  has  undergone  a  series  of  alterations  since  the 
building's  construction  (see  Figure  15). 

In  contrast  to  the  Howard  Street  facade,  the  south,  or  rear  (Tehama  Street),  and  east  facades  are 
unadorned  concrete,  painted  light  brown,  with  steel  industrial  sash  windows  at  the  upper  three  stories.  At 
the  southeast  corner  of  the  building,  on  the  eastern  end  of  the  Tehama  Street  facade,  there  is  a  single-story 
concrete-enclosed  loading  dock  that  was  apparently  added  to  the  building  some  20  years  after  initial 
construction.  The  loading  dock,  which  occupies  a  portion  of  the  631  Howard  site  that  is  20  feet  wide 
along  Tehama  Street  and  extends  82.5  feet  north  from  Tehama  Street,  is  a  simple  utilitarian  addition  to 
the  631  Howard  building,  with  a  metal  roll-up  door  spanning  virtually  the  entire  width  along  Tehama. 
The  east  wall  is  unadorned  concrete,  while  the  north  fa9ade  contains  a  metal  industrial  sash  that  is  two 
lights  tall  by  10  lights  wide  (see  Figure  15). 

Based  on  the  building's  appearance  and  on  archival  information,  631  Howard  Street  was  apparently 
constructed  in  stages,  with  a  number  of  years  separating  the  phases  of  construction.  This  is  evidenced  by 
the  fact  that  aerial  photography  reveals  what  appears  to  be  an  original  parapet  wall  present  between  the 
third  and  fourth  bays  of  the  Howard  Street  fa9ade.  At  the  same  location,  it  seems  clear  that  the  current 
fourth  pilaster  from  the  left  was  originally  the  eastern  termination  of  the  building:  this  pilaster  is  wider 
than  the  other  internal  pilasters,  with  an  additional  step  back  from  the  street  at  its  farthest  eastern  extent, 
the  same  as  the  cunent  first  pilaster,  which  now  fonns  the  eastern  building  wall.  Additionally,  because  the 
ground  floor  currently  unoccupied,  it  is  possible  to  see  that  the  columns  in  line  with  the  fourth  pilaster  are 
larger  than  the  other  interior  columns,  indicating  they  may  have  originally  been  part  of  an  exterior  wall. 
Also,  at  the  rear  Tehama  Street  fa9ade,  there  is  a  division  in  the  concrete  wall  at  the  same  location,  and 
the  fenestration  is  different  in  the  three  easternmost  bays  than  in  the  remainder  of  the  rear  wall.  Moreover, 
the  lot  on  which  the  building  sits  today  is  120  feet  wide  along  Howard  Street  (and  165  feet  deep)  and  has 
its  easternmost  point  155  feet  west  of  Second  Street,  whereas  the  1929  original  building  peraiit  was  for  a 
building  on  a  lot  75  feet  wide  and  165  feet  deep,  located  200  feet  west  of  Second  Street.  The  western 
portion  of  the  building  terminates  New  Montgomery  Street,  while  the  eastern  portion  is  east  of  New 
Montgomery.  The  original  building  penTiit  identifies  the  building  as  being  "opp[osite]  New  Montgomery 
St."  Finally,  the  1913  Sanborn  map,  updated  to  1949,  identifies  the  eastern  portion  of  the  building  as 
"built  1938,"  whereas  the  western  portion  says  "built  1929."  This  same  map  identifies  the  loading  dock  as 
"built  1949." 

Although  research  to  date  at  the  Departmer(t  of  Building  Inspection  has  not  revealed  a  building  permit  for 
either  the  1938  horizontal  addition  or  the  1949  addition  of  the  loading  dock,  the  above  evidence  suggests 
that  the  original  building  consisted  of  five  bays  along  Howard  Street,  with  another  three  bays  added  to  the 
eastern  side  of  the  building  in  1938,  and  the  concrete  loading  dock  added  some  1 1  years  later.  The 
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Historic  Resources  Inventory  sheet  completed  in  1977  at  the  time  the  building  was  nominated  for  the 
National  Register  identified  the  architect  for  a  1930s  addition  as  W.D.  Peugh,  who  also  later  designed 
some  interior  alterations  to  the  building.  Wilbur  D.  Peugh  designed,  along  with  the  O'Brien  Brothers,  the 
six-story  Modeme-style  office  building  at  130  Montgomery  Street  in  1930;  25  years  later,  Peugh  designed 
the  adjacent  high-rise  office  building  at  120  Montgomery  Street,  using  zigzag-patterned  pressed  metal 
panels  in  an  attempt  to  relate  the  building  to  the  earlier,  smaller  structure  next  door.^^ 

When  it  was  built  in  1949,  the  loading  dock  would  not  have  been  visible  from  either  Howard  or  Second 
Streets,  as  there  were  one-  and  two-story  buildings  on  both  the  Howard  and  Tehama  Street  frontages  of 
the  western  portion  of  the  222  Second  Street  site,  which  surrounded  the  loading  dock  on  the  north, 
northeast,  and  east.  Two  buildings  on  Howard  Street,  including  one  that  extended  to  Tehama  Street, 
remained  until  approximately  1 990,  when  they  were  demolished  in  connection  with  a  previously 
approved  office  project  at  222  Second  Street.^"*  Nevertheless,  the  loading  dock  at  631  Howard  Street 
would  not  have  featured  prominently  as  an  integral  element  of  the  63 1  Howard  Street  building. 

Historical  Resources  in  tine  Project  Vicinity 

The  existing  project  site  is  adjacent  to  the  New  Montgomery-Second  Street  Conservation  District,  a 
historic  district  listed  in  Article  1 1  of  the  Planning  Code  (Article  1 1,  Appendix  F).^^  This  district  extends 
southward  from  Market  Street,  generally  encompassing  both  sides  of  Second  and  New  Montgomery 
Streets,  as  far  as  Howard  Street;  the  district  boundary  crosses  Howard  Street  immediately  west  of  the 
project  site  to  include  the  building  at  631  Howard  Street  (see  Figure  16).  According  to  Appendix  F  of 
Article  1 1 ,  the  New  Montgomery-Second  Street  Conservation  District  represented  one  of  the  earliest 
attempts  to  extend  the  City's  financial  district  south  of  Market  Street.  New  Montgomery  Street  was 
planned  as  a  southward  extension  of  the  City's  principal  financial  avenue  in  the  pre-1906  era, 
Montgomery  Street,  but  was  built  only  to  Howard  Street  because  of  opposition  from  landowners  south  of 
Howard  Street.  Most  of  the  existing  office-over-retail  buildings  were  erected  in  the  decade  after  the  1 906 
earthquake  and  fire,  although  the  most  notable  office  building,  the  Pacific  Telephone  and  Telegraph 
Building  at  140  New  Montgomery  (approved  for  conversion  to  residential  use),  was  completed  in  1925. 
On  Second  Street,  by  contrast,  wholesaling  uses  predominated  before  the  earthquake,  as  the  extension  of 
Second  Street  south  of  Howard  Street  did  not  occur  until  1869  due  to  the  cost  of  digging  the  "Second 
Street  Cut"  through  Rincon  Hill.  The  existing  buildings  were  mostly  constructed  by  1914,  and  by  the 


Charles  Hall  Page  &  Associates,  for  the  Foundation  for  San  Francisco's  Architectural  Heritage,  Splendid  Survivors,  1979; 
San  Francisco:  California  Living  Books;  pp.  203  -  204. 

A  geotcchnical  report  for  the  previous  project  identifies  these  buildings  as  extant  in  1990.  The  easterly  of  the  two  buildings 
extended  from  Howard  Street  to  Tehama  Street  and  would  have  abutted  the  loading  dock  on  the  east.  (Harding  Lawson 
Associates,  Geolechniccil  Investigation.  Propose^  Office  Building,  222  Second  Street.  San  Francisco.  California.  August  22, 
1990.) 

Conservation  districts,  found  only  in  the  C-3  (downtown)  zoning  districts,  "contain  substantial  concentrations  of  buildings 
that  together  create  subareas  of  special  architectural  and  aesthetic  importance."  They  must  contain  substantial  concentrations 
of  "Significant"  and  "Contributory"  buildings,  as  designated  under  Article  1 1  and  "possess  substantial  overall  architectural, 
aesthetic  or  historic  qualities  justifying  additional  controls  in  order  to  protect  and  promote  those  qualities"  (Article  1 1, 
Section  1 103).  "Significant"  and  "Contributory"  buildings  under  Article  1 1  are  buildings  at  least  40  years  old  that  were 
found  to  meet  certain  standards  for  architectural  design  and  relationship  to  their  environment  and  to  have  either  individual  or 
contextual  importance  as  historical  resources. 


Case  No.  2006.1 106E 


59 

206337 


222  Second  Street 


Article  11  Categories 
Hi  Category  I 
BH  Category  ii 
■■  Category  III 
J  Category  IV 
Category  V 

Existing  New  Montgomery  and  2nd  St  Conservation 
District  Boundary 


L  Existing  Landmark 


Existing  Article  11  Designations  and  Historic  Districts 
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under  draft  Transit  Center  District  Plan 


SOURCE:  San  Francisco  Planning  Department,  2009 
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1 920s,  Second  Street  was  dominated  by  office  support  uses  such  as  printers  and  binderies,  and  by  uses  in 
support  of  the  construction  industry,  with  many  buildings  containing  ground-floor  retail  stores.  Buildings 
on  New  Montgomery  Street  are  typically  five  to  eight  stories,  while  those  on  Second  Street  are  generally 
smaller  (three  to  five  stories)  and  less  architecturally  noteworthy.  Architectural  styles  range  widely,  but 
facades  are  commonly  of  brick,  stone,  or  terra  cotta.  Some  of  the  newer  large  buildings  in  the  district, 
including  the  office  tower  at  101  Second  Street  and  the  residential  building  at  199  New  Montgomery 
Street,  also  ha\  e  masonr>'  facades,  although  assembled  of  precast  panels  rather  than  individual  bricks.  The 
New  Montgomery-Second  Street  Conser\  ation  District,  by  virtue  of  being  hsted  in  Article  1 1  of  the 
Planning  Code,  is  a  historical  resource  under  CEQA. 

Exterior  architectural  features  of  the  New  Montgomery-Second  Street  Conser\  ation  District  include 
building  massing  that  occupies  the  entire  lot.  Many  structures  on  New  Montgomery  Street,  buih  on  large 
lots,  have  a  horizontal  width  that  exceeds  their  height  (the  Pacific  Telephone  Building  being  the  primary 
exception),  while  buildings  on  Second  Street  tend  to  be  more  vertical  in  orientation,  and  narrower. 
Masonry  cladding  on  multi-dimensional  wall  surfaces  expresses  the  mass  and  weight  of  the  structure, 
simulating  load-bearing  walls,  although  many  structures  have  steel  frames.  Almost  all  buildings  have  a 
two  or  three-part  compositional  arrangement,  with  a  base  and  shaft,  and  a  capital  for  three-part  buildings. 
Horizontal  composition  frequently  includes  a  series  of  bays  and  a  rhythmic  pattern  of  windows.  The  scale 
of  de\  elopment  varies:  as  noted,  buildings  on  New  Montgomery  are  generally  larger.  Masonry 
predominates  as  exterior  cladding.  Terra  cotta  is  also  used,  frequently  glazed  to  resemble  granite  or  other 
stones.  On  Second  Street,  many  buildings  are  faced  in  stucco.  Rustication  at  the  lower  levels  expresses 
mass  and  weight.  The  color  palettes  tend  towards  light  or  medium  earth  tones.  Detailing  and 
ornamentation  ranges  from  utilitarian,  in  the  case  of  industrial  brick  and  stucco  office/warehouses,  to 
ornately  decorated  office  buildings.  The  details  on  the  latter  buildings  are  generally  of 
Classical  Renaissance  derivation  and  include  projecting  cornices  and  belt  courses,  rustication,  columns 
and  colonnades,  and  arches.  According  to  the  Planning  Code,  the  District,  despite  being  located  near  the 
financial  district  and  adjacent  to  a  downtown  growth  area,  the  Conservation  District  is  nevertheless  "one 
of  the  few  architecturally  significant  areas  remaining  largely  intact  in  the  South  of  Market  area" 
(Article  1 1.  Appendix  F.  Section  5(d)). 

Among  the  buildings  in  this  conservation  district  are  five  that  are  also  individually  listed  in  the  California 
Register  by  virtue  of  having  been  found  individually  eligible  for  the  National  Register.  In  addition  to 
631  Howard  Street,  these  buildings  include  20  Second  Street,  609  Market  Street,  170-180  New 
Montgomery  Street,  and  617  Mission  Street. 

In  addition  to  the  New  Montgomery-Second  Street  Conservation  District,  the  project  site  is  adjacent  to, 
across  Howard  Street  from,  the  Second  and  Howard  Streets  National  Register  District,  a  historic  district 
listed  in  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places  in  1999.  The  Second  and  Howard  Streets  National 
Register  District  is  generally  contained  within  the  City's  much  larger  New  Montgomery-Second  Street 
Conserv  ation  District,  except  that  the  National  Register  district  extends  eastward  the  distance  of  a  few 
lots'  width  along  both  sides  of  Howard  Street  to  the  east  of  the  local  district,  (see  Figure  16,  p.  60).  The 
Second  and  Howard  Streets  National  Register  District  and  the  New  Montgomery-Second  Street  District 
share  some  degree  of  architectural  character  (particularly  with  regard  to  the  buildings  on  Second  Street  in 
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the  local  district,  which,  as  noted  above,  are  generally  smaller  in  scale  than  those  on  New  Montgomery) 
and  have  a  common  history  in  that  ahnost  all  their  buildings  were  constructed  as  part  of  the  rapid 
rebuilding  of  downtown  San  Francisco  in  the  aftermath  of  the  1906  earthquake  and  fire.  However,  the 
buildings  in  the  Second  and  Howard  Streets  National  Register  District  are  generally  smaller  than  those  in 
the  local  district,  inasmuch  as  the  buildings  in  the  National  Register  district  were  typically  constructed  for 
what  would  today  be  identified  as  "production,  distribution,  and  repair"  (PDR)  — that  is,  light  industrial — 
uses,  whereas  New  Montgomery  Street  housed  more  office  uses. 

The  Second  and  Howard  Streets  National  Register  District  contains  22  buildings,  of  which  19  were 
identified  as  contributors^^  at  the  time  the  district  was  nominated.  (The  three  non-contributors  include  two 
heavily  altered  buildings  and  a  vacant  lot.)  The  contributory  buildings  are  three  to  seven  stories  in  height, 
and  all  were  built  between  1906  and  1912,  which  corresponds  to  the  district's  "period  of  significance. "^"^ 
According  to  the  nomination  form  for  this  district,  by  1910,  the  district  was  home  to  a  plumbing  supply 
house,  nine  electrical  businesses,  a  terra  cotta  works,  several  engineers,  metallurgists,  a  blueprint  service, 
an  asbestos  supplier,  and  a  sheet  metal  works,  along  with  chemists,  and  printers.  As  a  result,  "The  scale 
and  modesty  of  the  buildings  demonstrates  their  intended  uses  as  different  from  the  city's  main  office 
sector  to  the  north  crossing  Mission  and  Market  Streets  and  to  the  west  along  New  Montgomery  Street. 
They  are  also  different  from  the  industrial  sector  to  the  east  and  south."  ^8  The  Second  and  Howard 
Streets  District  was  listed  in  the  National  Register  under  Criterion  C,  Architecture,  in  the  context  of  San 
Francisco's  rebuilding  after  the  great  earthquake  and  fire  of  1906.  According  to  the  nomination,  "The 
district  has  a  remarkable  continuity  of  building  type,  scale,  and  style.  . . .  All  are  masonry  structures,  half 
of  them  clad  in  brick,  two  in  terra  cotta  (now  painted),  and  the  rest  in  stucco.  All  are  Commercial  Style 
with  limited  Renaissance-Baroque  ornament.  Ground  floors  are  commercial  and  therefore,  by  design  and 
practice,  frequently  altered  to  suit  commercial  needs.  Upper  floors  most  often  are  lofts."  ^9 

Neither  the  222  Second  Street  project  site  nor  the  631  Howard  Street  building  is  included  within  the 
Second  and  Howard  Streets  National  Register  District.  Although  63 1  Howard  was  built  later  than  the 
buildings  in  the  Second  and  Howard  Streets  National  Register  District,  the  historic  resources  evaluation 
states  that  "the  building  easily  fits  into  the  architectural  character  which  defines  the  Second  and  Howard 
historic  district." 

As  part  of  its  background  analysis  for  the  proposed  Transit  Center  District  Plan  area,  the  Planning 
Department  has  commissioned  a  historic  context  statement  and  additional  analysis  of  several  dozen 


According  to  the  National  Park  Service,  a  contributing  resource  (building,  in  this  case)  is  one  that  adds  to  the  historic 
associations  or  historic  architectural  qualities  for  which  a  historic  district  is  found  to  be  important,  either  because  it  was 
present  during  the  period  of  significance,  relates  to  the  documented  significance  of  the  property,  and  possesses  historic 
integrity  or  is  capable  of  yielding  important  information  about  the  period;  or  because  it  is  independently  eligible  for  the 
National  Register.  A  non-contributor  does  not  meet  either  of  these  two  criteria,  or  has  lost  too  much  integrity  to  con\  ey  its 
significance  due  to  alteration.  (National  Park  Service,  National  Register  Bulletin  1 6A,  "How  to  Complete  the  National 
Register  Nomination  Form,"  1997.  Available  on  the  internet  at: 

http://www.nps.gov/historv/nr/publications/bulletins/nrbl6a/.  Viewed  February  6,  2009. 
3^    A  district's  period  of  significance  is  the  time  when  the  district  was  associated  with  important  persons  or  events  and'or 

attained  the  characteristics  that  quality  it  for  listing  as  a  historical  resource. 
3^    National  Register  of  Historic  Places  Registration  Form,  Second  and  Howard  Streets  District,  San  Francisco.  CA,  1998.  This 

document  is  available  for  review  at  the  Plarming  Department,  1650  Mission  Street,  Suite  400,  in  Case  File  No.  2006.1 106E. 
39  Ibid. 
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indi\  idual  buildings  w  ithin  the  proposed  Plan  area,  which  includes  the  project  site  and  vicinity .^o  As  a 
result  of  this  analysis,  the  Depailment  is  proposing  to  expand  the  existing  New  Montgomery-Second 
Street  Conservation  District,  to  recommend  additional  individual  resources  for  Landmark  designation 
under  Planning  Code  Article  10,  and_to  revise  the  Article  1 1  historic  ratings  of  several  individual 
resources;  these  proposals  are  set  forth  in  the  Draft  Transit  Center  District  Plan,  published  by  the  Planning 
Department  in  November  2009.  The  proposed  expansion  of  the  conservation  district  would  encompass 
areas  along  both  sides  of  Mission  Street  between  New  Montgomery  and  Third  Streets  (except  the 
northeast  comer  of  Third  and  Mission  Streets),  and  would  cross  Third  Street  to  include  the  Aronson 
Building  on  the  northwest  comer  of  Third  and  Mission  Streets.  The  expansion  would  also  extend 
westward  on  Natoma  Street  to  Hunt  Street.  The  Department  proposes  to  rename  the  expanded  district  the 
"New  Montgomery-Mission-Second  Street  Conservation  District."  No  changes  in  the  district  boundary 
are  proposed  in  the  immediate  vicinity  of  the  project  site;  the  only  proposed  change  proximate  to  the  site 
is  the  planned  initiation  of  Landmark  designation  for  the  building  across  Tehama  Street  from  the  project 
site,  as  discussed  below,  (see  Figure  16). 

•  In  addition  to  the  three  districts,  the  project  site  is  also  adjacent,  across  Tehama  Street,  to  the  Pacific 

•  Coast  Marine  Firemen,  Oilers,  Watertenders  and  Wipers  Association  ("Marine  Firemen's  Union") 

•  Headquarters  building  at  240  Second  Street.  While  not  currently  listed  as  a  historical  resource  and  not 
included  in  cither  of  the  districts  discussed  above,  this  structure,  built  in  1956,  is  part  of  a  group  of  related 
maritime  union  buildings  on  Rincon  Hill  that  are  likely  eligible  for  the  California  Register  based  on  their 
association  with  maritime  union  history  in  San  Francisco  and  on  Rincon  Hill,  according  to  research 
completed  for  the  340-350  Fremont  Street  EIR  (Case  No.  2004.0552E;  Final  EIR  certified  June  15,  2006). 
This  group  would  also  include  at  least  structures  at  340  Fremont  Street  (Marine  Engineers'  Beneficial 
Association  hall)  and  350  Fremont  Street  (Seafarers'  Intemational  Union/Marine  Cooks  and  Stewards 
Union  hall),  and  the  Sailors'  Union  of  the  Pacific  at  First  and  Harrison  Streets."*'  In  addition,  the  Planning 
Department  has  proposed,  in  the  draft  Transit  Center  District  Plan  (November  2009),  that  this  building  be 
designated  a  City  Landmark.^^  Therefore,  the  Marine  Firemen's  Union  hall  is  considered  a  historical 
resource  under  CEQA. 

As  indicated  in  Figure  16,  the  draft  Transit  Center  District  Plan  also  proposes  designating  additional 
buildings  on  Howard  Street  as  historical  resources  under  Planning  Code  Article  1 1  and  upgrading  the 
Article  1 1  designations  of  others.  Included  among  the  proposed  revisions  are  the  two  buildings 
immediately  across  Howard  Street  from  the  project  site,  both  of  which  would  be  designated  Category  I 
buildings  ("Significanf )  under  Article  1 1:  the  building  at  612  Howard  Street  (currently  Categoiy  V, 
Unrated),  and  the  building  at  1 82  Second  Street  (currently  Category  IV,  "Contributory").  Each  of  these 
buildings  is  within  the  existing  New  Montgomery-Second  Street  Conservation  District.  All  other  newly 


  \ 

Kcllcy  &  VcrPlanck  Historical  Resources  Consulting,  Transil  Center  District  Sur\'ey.  San  Francisco.  California.  Final 
Report.  September  1 1 .  2008.  Prepared  for  the  San  Francisco  Planning  Department.  This  document  is  available  for  review  at 
the  Planning  Department,  1650  Mission  Street,  Suite  400,  in  Case  File  No.  2006.1 106E. 

The  buildings  at  both  .140  and  .150  Fremont  Street  were  approved  for  demolition  in  2006  as  part  of  the  340-350  Fremont 
Street  project.  As  of  January  2010,  both  buildings  remain  extant. 

Designation  as  a  Landmark  requires  preparation  of  a  building-specific  case  report  to  the  Historic  Preservation  Commission 
(HPC)  and  approval  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors  upon  the  recommendation  of  the  HPC. 
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designated  resources  would  be  separated  from  the  project  site  by  Second  or  Hawthorne  Street  plus  one  or 
more  parcels. 

Impacts 

Significance  Criteria 

A  project  would  have  a  significant  effect  on  the  environment  in  terms  of  Cultural  Resources  if  it  would: 

•  Cause  a  substantial  adverse  change  in  the  significance  of  a  historical  resource  as  defined  in 
Section  15064.5,  including  those  resources  listed  in  Article  10  or  Article  1 1  of  the  San  Francisco 
Planning  Code; 

•  Cause  a  substantial  adverse  change  in  the  significance  of  an  archeological  resource  pursuant  to 
Section  15064.5; 

•  Directly  or  indirectly  destroy  a  unique  paleontological  resource  or  site  or  unique  geologic  feature; 
or 

•  Disturb  any  human  remains,  including  those  interred  outside  of  formal  cemeteries. 

A  "substantial  adverse  change"  is  defined  by  State  CEQA  Guidelines  Section  15064.5  as  "physical 
demolition,  destruction,  relocation,  or  aheration  of  the  resource  or  its  immediate  surroundings  such  that 
the  significance  of  an  historical  resource  would  be  materially  impaired."  The  significance  of  an  historical 
resource  is  "materially  impaired,"  according  to  Guidelines  Section  15064(b)(2),  when  a  project 
"demolishes  or  materially  alters,  in  an  adverse  manner,  those  physical  characteristics"  of  the  resource 
that: 

(A)  "convey  its  historical  significance  and  that  justify  its  inclusion  in,  or  eligibility  for,  inclusion  in  the 
California  Register  of  Historical  Resources;  or" 

(B)  "account  for  its  inclusion  in  a  local  register  of  historical  resources  pursuant  to  section  5020. 1  (k)  of 
the  Public  Resources  Code  or  its  identification  in  an  historical  resources  survey  meeting  the 
requirements  of  section  5024.1(g)  of  the  Public  Resources  Code,  unless  the  public  agency 
reviewing  the  effects  of  the  project  establishes  by  a  preponderance  of  evidence  that  the  resource  is 
not  historically  or  culturally  significant;  or" 

(C)  "convey  its  historical  significance  and  that  justify  its  eligibility  for  inclusion  in  the  California 
Register  of  Historical  Resources  as  determined  by  a  lead  agency  for  purposes  of  CEQA." 

In  general,  a  project  that  would  comply  with  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior 's  Standards  for  the  Treatment  of 
Historic  Properties  (including  the  Standards  for  Rehabilitation)  is  considered  mitigated  to  a  less-than- 
significant  level  (CEQA  Guidelines  Section  15064.5(b)(3)). 

State  CEQA  Guidelines  Section  15126.4(b)(2)  states  that,  "In  some  circumstances,  documentation  of  a 
historical  resource,  by  way  of  historic  narrative,  photographs,  or  architectural  drawings  as  mitigation  for 
the  effects  of  demolition  of  the  resources  will  not  mitigate  the  effects  to  a  point  where  clearly  no 
significant  effect  on  the  environment  would  occur."'*^  In  such  cases,  the  demolition  or  substantial 

Case  law  has  held  that,  at  least  in  the  instance  of  a  major  historical  resource,  commemoration  of  the  resource  cannot 
mitigate,  to  a  less-than-significant  level,  the  impact  of  demolition  of  the  resource.  ("A  large  historical  structure,  once 
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alteration  of  a  historical  resource  would  remain  a  significant  and  unavoidable  impact  on  the  environment 
even  after  the  historical  documentation  has  been  completed. 

Impact  Analysis 
Paleontological  Resources 

Because  there  are  no  known  paleontological  resources  at  the  project  site,  and  because  the  site  soils  are 
unlikely  to  contain  rare  or  important  fossil  resources,  the  project  would  not  result  in  an  adverse  effect  on 
paleontological  resources. 

Archeological  Resources 

Impact  CP-1:  The  proposed  project  could  result  in  damage  to  or  destruction  of  as-yet  unknown 
archaeological  remains,  should  such  remains  exist  beneath  the  project  site.  (Significant  but 
Mitigable) 

Despite  the  historic  disruption  of  the  project  site  over  150  years  of  development,  the  potential  remains 
that  as-yet  unknown  historic  deposits  retaining  sufficient  integrity  necessary  to  be  considered  historically 
significant  may  be  present  beneath  the  project  site.  Therefore,  the  project  would  have  the  potential  to 
adversely  affect  CEQA-significant  archeological  resources. 

Mitigation  Measure  M-CP-1  (see  p.  70)  would  require  site  preparation  and  building  construction  to  be 
conducted  in  accordance  with  the  requirements  of  the  project  archeological  research  design  and  treatment 
plan. 

Implementation  of  this  measure  would  reduce  potential  effects  on  archeological  resources,  including 
human  remains,  to  a  less-than-significant  level,  both  individually  and  cumulatively. 

Historical  Resources 

Because  there  are  no  buildings  on  the  existing  project  site  other  than  the  small  parking  lot  shed,  the 
proposed  project  would  have  no  direct  impacts  on  historical  resources  on  that  portion  of  the  project  site. 

Impact  CP-2:  The  proposed  project  would  result  in  demolition  of  the  loading  dock  of  the 

631  Howard  Street  building,  a  historical  resource,  but  would  not  adversely  affect  this  structure. 

(Less  than  Significant) 

As  part  of  the  project,  the  sponsor  proposes  to  acquire  and  incorporate  into  the  project  site  a  1,650-square- 
foot  (20-foot-by-82. 5-foot)  portion  of  the  adjacent  propeity  to  the  west  (Block  3735,  Lot  5).  On  this 
acquired  property,  the  proposed  project  would  entail  demolition  of  the  single-story  concrete  loading  dock 
that  was  added  to  the  adjacent  631  Howard  Street  building  in  1949,  and  thus  would  affect  both  the 
63 1  Howard  Street  building,  a  contributor  to  the  New  Montgomery-Second  Street  Conservation  District, 

demolished,  nomially  cannot  be  adequately  replaced  by  reports  and  commemorative  markers."  League  for  Protection  of 
Oakland's  Archilcc/nral  aiicl  Historic  Resources  v.  City  of  Oakland.  52  Cal.  App.  4th  896.  1997.) 
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as  well  as  the  district  itself.  Nevertheless,  the  Historic  Resources  Evaluation  Report  prepared  for  the 
project  determined  that  because  "[t]he  loading  dock  was  not  part  of  the  original  building,  was  not 
historically  visible  from  Howard  Street  (the  primary  setting  of  the  building),  was  not  designed  by  George 
Kelham,  and  differs  from  the  main  building  in  massing,  certain  materials,  and  detail[,  rjemoval  of  the 
addition  would  not  impair  the  historical  integrity  of  the  main  building"  at  63 1  Howard  Street.'*'^  Planning 
Department  preservation  staff  has  concurred  in  this  finding: 

While  greater  than  fifty  years  in  age,  the  loading  dock  proposed  for  removal  is  a  utilitarian 
alteration  to  the  historic  building  that  was  borne  out  of  the  previous  function  of  the  building.  It  is 
not  an  alteration  that  has  gained  significance  in  its  own  right.  It  does  not  possess  any  of  the 
character-defining  features  that  are  associated  with  the  building  or  the  district.  The  removal  of  the 
loading  dock  at  the  rear  of  the  subject  building  would  not  result  in  a  substantial  adverse  change  to 
the  625  Howard  Street  or  the  district.^^ 

Therefore,  removal  of  the  loading  dock  at  the  rear  of  63 1  Howard  Street  as  part  of  the  proposed  project 
would  not  result  in  a  substantial  adverse  change  to  the  63 1  Howard  Street  building,  and  this  would  be  a 
less-than-significant  impact. 

Impact  CP-3:  The  proposed  project  would  be  taller  and  more  massive  than  the  adjacent  building  at 
631  Howard  Street,  a  historical  resource,  but  would  not  cause  a  substantial  adverse  change  in  the 
signiflcance  of  this  resource.  (Less  than  Signiflcant) 

The  proposed  building  at  222  Second  Street  would  be  substantially  taller  and  more  massive  than  the 
adjacent  five-story  631  Howard  Street  structure  (the  William  Volker  Building).  Evaluation  of  the  effects 
of  the  proposed  project  on  the  two  districts  and  their  contributing  resources  determined  that  the  proposed 
222  Second  Street  building  would  adversely  affect,  to  some  degree,  the  adjacent  631  Howard  Street 
building  because  construction  of  a  370-foot  tall  (including  mechanical  screen)  building  immediately 
adjacent  to  the  five-story  631  Howard  Street  building — individually  listed  in  the  California  Register  and 
also  a  contributor  to  the  New  Montgomery-Second  Street  Conservation  District — "would  impair  the 
integrity  of  setting  and  feeling  for  63 1  Howard  Street."  However,  the  project  would  not  affect  the 
integrity  of  63 1  Howard  Street  with  respect  to  location,  design,  materials,  workmanship,  and  association. 
Moreover,  construction  of  the  222  Second  Street  Building  would  not  directly  affect  the  relationship  of 
63 1  Howard  Street  to  the  New  Montgomery-Second  Street  Conservation  District,  because  the 
63 1  Howard  Street  building,  while  across  Howard  Street  from  most  of  the  district,  sits  directly  in  the  path 
of  New  Montgomery  Street,  serving  as  a  visual  backdrop  to  this  two-block-long  street.  Even  with  the 
370-foot-tall  222  Second  Street  building  adjacent  to  it,  631  Howard  Street  would  retain  its  position  at  the 
"foot"  of  New  Montgomery  Street  and  would  continue  to  visually  terminate  the  New  Montgomery- 
Second  Street  Conservation  District.  Additionally,  the  view  down  New  Montgomery  Street  to  the 
631  Howard  Street  building  is  narrowly  framed  by  existing  buildings,  including  the  16-story  residential 
structure  at  199  New  Montgomery  Street,  which  would  prevent  an  observer  from  seeing  any  direct 
contrast  between  631  Howard  Street  and  the  222  Second  Street  project. 


Knapp  and  Bleier,  Historic  Resources  Evaluation  Report  (see  footnote  3 1 ,  p.  55);  p.  1 . 

Tim  Frye,  Planning  Department  Preservation  Technical  Specialist,  Historic  Resource  Evaluation  Response,  222  2nd  Street. 
December  1 8,  2009  (see  Appendix  B). 
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An  observer  on  Howard  Street  would  clearly  see  the  contrast  between  the  height  and  mass  of  the  two 
structures  (see,  for  example,  the  photomontage  from  Viewpoint  3  in  Figure  1 1,  p.  41).  However,  as  is 
evident  in  this  figure,  the  lowest,  or  base,  element  of  the  proposed  222  Second  Street  building  would  be 
visually  set  apart  from  the  remainder  of  the  tower  by  the  20-foot  setback  beginning  at  level  5  of  the  new 
building  (and  the  additional  5-foot  reveal  (recess)  at  level  5  of  the  project),  helping  to  establish  continuity 
with  the  adjacent  historic  structure  at  631  Howard  Street  by  responding  to  this  building's  cornice  hne 
height.  Moreover,  the  proposed  project's  ground-floor  fa9ade  treatment  of  large  glass  panels  set  off  by 
wide  columns  and  a  belt  course  would  further  differentiate  the  building  base  from  the  tower  above.  As 
indicated  by  Planning  Department  preservation  staff: 

The  Department  believes  that  an  impact  has  been  avoided  through  design  gestures  in  the  proposed 
office  building  that  give  the  project  greater  weight  in  acknowledging  the  surrounding  context,  in 
particular,  the  William  Volker  Building  [at  631  Howard  Street]  adjacent  to  the  project  site.  The 
proposed  building  will  provide  a  base  that  is  consistent  with  the  height  and  massing  of  the  Volker 
Building  and  within  the  height  range  of  adjacent  historic  resources  associated  with  the  two  districts. 
The  cladding  system  along  the  base  will  be  differentiated  and  perceptible  to  the  public  in  order  to 
establish  itself  as  part  of  the  street  wall  and  relate  its  massing  back  to  the  surrounding  context.  The 
tower  portion  of  the  proposed  building  will  be  set  back  on  the  Howard  Street  elevation  and  along 
the  west  property  line  that  it  shares  with  the  Volker  building  to  further  strengthen  the  base  and 
provide  visual  relief  to  the  adjacent  historic  resource."^^ 

Therefore,  given  the  design  treatment  of  the  proposed  project's  base,  including  the  ground  floor,  and 
given  that  the  historic  resources  assessment  found  that  the  63 1  Howard  Street  building  would  retain  five 
of  seven  aspects  of  integrity  (location,  design,  materials,  workmanship,  and  association),  this  analysis 
finds  that  the  indirect  effects  of  the  proposed  project  with  respect  to  its  adjacency  to  the  building  at 
63 1  Howard  Street  would  not  "demolish[]  or  materially  alter[],  in  an  adverse  manner,  those  physical 
characteristics  [of  the  631  Howard  Street  building  that]  convey  its  historical  significance  and  that  justify 
its  inclusion  in,  or  eligibility  for,  inclusion  in  the  California  Register  of  Historical  Resources;  or  . . . 
account  for  its  inclusion  in  a  local  register  of  historical  resources"  (i.e..  Article  1 1  of  the  Planning  Code). 
As  such,  the  proposed  project  would  result  in  a  less-than-significant  effect  on  the  William  Volker 
Building  at  631  Howard  Street,  and  no  mitigation  is  required. 


Impact  CP-4:  The  proposed  project  would  not  substantially  alter  the  spatial  relationships  among 
buildings  within  the  two  historic  districts  and  other  historic  resources  in  the  vicinity  such  that  the 
significance  of  the  districts  or  other  resources  would  be  materially  impaired.  (Less  than  Significant) 

Because  the  project  site  is  outside  the  New  Montgomery-Second  Street  Conservation  District,  none  of 
that  district's  directives  concerning  new  construction  and  renovation  are  applicable  to  the  proposed 
project,  and  there  are  no  controls  governing  projects  near  conservation  districts.  Moreover,  the  project 
would  not  remove  or  alter  any  historic  fabric  that  contributes  to  the  significance  of  either  district.  Finally, 
the  setting  of  a  historic  district  is  generally  understood  to  be  defined  by  the  boundaries  of  the  district 
itself: 

Tim  Fryc,  Planning  Department  Preservation  Technical  Specialist,  December  18,  2009  (see  footnote  45,  p.  66). 
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Inherent  in  the  concept  of  a  district  is  that  its  boundaries  encompass  the  physical  realm  that  makes  it 
significant,  and  it  has  within  those  boundaries  a  critical  mass  sufficient  to  meet  the  standards  for 
designation.  Changes  outside  a  district  generally  do  not  diminish  the  significance  of  a  district;  the 
two  districts  in  question  are  a  good  example  of  this.  While  each  one  contains  historic  buildings 
which  have  some  consistency  and  interrelationship,  outside  the  boundaries  are  a  variety  of  other 
buildings  and  conditions  not  compatible  with  the  character  of  the  district.  Changes  outside  the 
boundaries,  such  as  construction  of  the  building  proposed  for  222  Second  Street,  would  not  affect 
the  district  itself  -  and  the  areas  surrounding  the  two  districts  in  question  do  not  play  a  role  in  the 
significance  or  eligibility  of  the  districts."*^ 

In  terms  of  effects  on  the  overall  integrity  of  the  two  existing  historic  districts,  the  222  Second  Street 
building  would  be  substantially  taller  and  more  massive  than  the  buildings  in  the  Second  and  Howard 
Streets  National  Register  District,  and  than  the  buildings  in  the  New  Montgomery-Second  Street 
Conservation  District  with  the  exception  of  the  historic  26-story  Pacific  Telephone  Building  at  140  New 
Montgomery  Street. 

With  a  fa9ade  of  glass  accented  by  metal,  the  proposed  project  would  employ  different  exterior  materials 
than  the  masonry  common  to  the  districts.  The  project  also  would  not  be  composed  in  the  traditional 
early-20th-century  two-or-three-part  vertical  composition.  However,  the  proposed  project  would  not  be 
within  either  of  the  historic  districts,  and  would  not  adversely  affect  the  adjacent  William  Volker  Building 
at  63 1  Howard  Street — the  nearest  contributing  resource  within  the  New  Montgomery-Second  Street 
Conservation  District,  as  described  in  the  preceding  impact. 

The  proposed  project  would  be  constructed  on  what  is  now  a  parking  lot,  adjacent  to  but  outside  the  New 
Montgomery-Second  Street  Conservation  District  (and  separated  from  the  Second  and  Howard  Street 
National  Register  District  by  both  Second  and  Howard  Streets).  As  noted  above,  63 1  Howard  Street 
would  continue  to  visually  terminate  the  New  Montgomery-Second  Street  Conservation  District,  and 
existing  buildings  would  preclude  views  showing  any  direct  contrast  between  63 1  Howard  Street  and  the 
222  Second  Street  project.  Moreover,  while  the  project  would  alter  the  streetscape  on  both  Second  and 
Howard  Streets,  it  would  obstruct  the  view  of  only  a  secondary  elevation  of  the  adjacent  building  at 
63 1  Howard  Street,  a  district  contributor,  and  thus  would  not  substantially  alter  the  visual  continuity  of 
resources  within  the  conservation  district.  Therefore,  the  proposed  project  would  have  a  less-than- 
significant  impact  on  the  New  Montgomery-Second  Street  Conservation  District,  both  as  currently 
defined  and  as  proposed  for  expansion  (because,  as  noted  in  the  Setting,  the  expansion  would  not  occur  in 
proximity  to  the  project  site). 

Planning  Department  preservation  staff  has  concurred  in  this  finding.  As  noted  above,  staff  detennined 
that  the  project's  height  would  be  comparable  with  the  range  of  building  heights  of  adjacent  structures  in 
the  two  districts.  Staff  also  found  that: 

While  the  buildings  within  the  adjacent  districts  exhibit  more  uniform  building  heights,  the  subject 
site  is  not  within  the  boundaries  of  any  of  these  identified  districts.  The  overall  height  of  the 


Knapp  Architects,  Historical  Evaluation  of  222  Second  Street  Project  on  New  Montgomery-Second  Street  Conservation 
District  and  Second  and  Howard  Streets  National  Register  District.  August  2008.  This  document  is  available  for  review  at 
the  Planning  Department,  1650  Mission  Street,  Suite  400.  in  Case  File  No.  2006.1 106E. 
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building  is  consistent  with  the  area  because  the  buildings  outside  of  the  identified  districts  contain  a 
variety  of  historic  and  contemporary  buildings  that  vary  widely  in  height  and  massing."^^ 

Because  any  physical  connection  between  the  proposed  project  and  the  smaller  Second  and  Howard  Street 
National  Register  District  is  even  more  clearly  attenuated  by  the  width  of  Second  and  Howard  Streets,  the 
proposed  project  would  also  have  a  less-than-significant  impact  on  this  district. 

In  light  of  the  above,  while  the  proposed  project  would  serve  to  more  tightly  frame  the  two  districts  by 
adding  a  more  massive  element  at  or  near  a  district  edge,  it  would  not  alter  the  relationship  of  the 
buildings  within  the  districts  to  each  other.  Moreover,  in  the  case  of  the  New  Montgomery-Second  Street 
district,  the  project  would  not  aher  the  fact  that  the  district  "is  a  microcosm  of  twentieth  century 
commercial  architecture,  ranging  from  low-level  speculative  office  blocks  to  the  City's  premier  hotels 
and  executive  offices  of  the  time"  {Planning  Code  Article  11,  Appendix  F,  Section  5(g).  As  the  Code 
continues,  "The  area  retains  a  comfortable  human  scale,  which  will  become  increasingly  important  as 
neighboring  areas  of  the  South  of  Market  become  more  densely  developed."  The  Planning  Code  therefore 
acknowledges  the  trend  toward  the  development  of  larger  structures  immediately  outside  the  boundaries 
of  the  conservation  district.  The  proposed  project  would  not  substantially  alter  this  unique  and  important 
defining  characteristic  of  the  New  Montgomery-Second  Street  Conservation  District,  and  thus  the 
project's  effects  on  this  district  and  its  integrity,  as  well  as  on  the  Second  and  Howard  Streets  National 
Register  District,  would  be  less  than  significant. 

Other  than  631  Howard  Street,  the  project  site  is  physically  separated  from  the  other  buildings  in  the 
vicinity  that  are  individually  listed  in  the  California  Register,  and  therefore  would  not  adversely  affect 
those  buildings. 

•  With  regard  to  the  Marine  Firemen's  Union  Headquarters  building,  proposed  in  the  draft  Transit  Center 
District  Plan  for  designation  as  a  City  Landmark,  the  project  site  is  separated  from  this  building  by 
Tehama  Street.  Although  the  project  would  result  in  construction  of  a  building  much  taller  than  the 

•  Marine  Firemen's  Union  Headquarters  building,  this  change  would  not  adversely  affect  the  characteristics 

•  of  the  union  building  that  make  it  potentially  eligible  for  Landmark  designation  and  listing  in  the 
California  Register,  because  these  features  arc  connected  to  that  building's  association  with  events 
(maritime  union  history  in  San  Francisco)  and  not  with  the  specific  design  or  architectural  context  of  the 

•  Marine  Firemen's  Union  Headquarters  structure.  While  the  Marine  Firemen's  Union  building 

may  be  threatened  as  a  result  of  the  already  approved  demolition  of  other  nearby  maritime  union  halls, 
and  by  the  shift  away  from  San  Francisco  of  most  Bay  Area  shipping  activity,  the  proposed  project  at 
222  Second  Street  would  neither  adversely  affect  the  Marine  Firemen's  Union  building  nor  contribute 
considerably  to  any  cumulative  effects  on  the  union  hall  or  other  maritime  union  halls  in  the  vicinity. 

As  the  proposed  project  would  not  result  in  deijnolition  of  any  structures  other  than  the  631  Howard  Street 
loading  dock,  dctennined  above  not  to  be  historical,  and  would  not  result  in  adverse  effects  on  the  two 
nearby  historic  districts,  the  project  would  not  contribute  to  any  other  potential  cumulative  effects  on 
historical  resources. 

Tim  Fr)'c.  I'lamiinj:  ncparlmcnl  Preservation  Technical  Specialist.  Deceniher  18,  2009  (sec  footnote  45.  p.  66). 
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It  is  noted  that  the  project  site  is  within  the  C-3-0(SD)  use  district.  As  stated  in  the  Project  Description, 
the  Special  Development  (SD)  designation  (Planning  Code  Sec.  248)  expressly  permits  development  at 
densities  above  the  base  floor  area  ratio  if  there  is  a  commensurate  reduction  in  the  allowable  density  of 
development  on  other  sites  in  the  downtown  by  the  transfer  of  development  rights  (TDR)  from  eligible 
sites.  As  described  in  Planning  Code  Section  128,  the  sites  from  which  development  rights  can  be 
transferred  are  those  on  which  historical  buildings  (generally,  Significant  or  Contributory  Buildings  under 
Article  1 1  or  City  Landmarks)  are  located.  Thus,  by  purchasing  transferrable  development  rights  from 
one  or  more  eligible  sites,  the  proposed  project  would  contribute  towards  the  Downtown  Plan's  policy 
goal  of  preservation  of  historical  resources. 

•    Excavation  and  other  construction  activities  adjacent  to  the  631  Howard  Street  building  and  across 
Tehama  Street  from  the  Marine  Firemen's  Union  Headquarters  building  at  240  Second  Street  would  be 
unlikely  to  result  in  substantial  damage  to  either  of  these  buildings  such  that  their  significance  would  be 
materially  impaired,  and  thus  no  significant  impacts  to  these  historical  resources  would  be  anticipated. 
Nevertheless,  the  project  sponsor  would  undertake  a  monitoring  program  during  construction  to  ensure 
that  the  buildings  are  not  damaged  such  that  their  historic  significance  would  be  impaired  (see 
Improvement  Measure  I-CP-1,  p.  75). 

Cumulative  Impacts 

The  planned  Caltrain  Downtown  Extension  project  would  result  in  demolition  of  several  buildings  on 
Second  and  Howard  Streets.  In  particular,  the  Caltrain  extension  would  demolish  buildings  at  1 71  and 
191  Second  Street  (between  Natoma  and  Howard  Streets);  205  -  215  and  217  Second  Street  (between 
Howard  and  Tehama  Streets);  and  580  Howard  Street.  The  buildings  at  171  and  191  Second  Street  and 
580  Howard  Street  are  contributors  to  the  Second  and  Howard  Street  National  Register  District.  The 
demolition  of  these  contributors  would  visually  and  materially  sever  the  southeastern  portion  of  the 
National  Register  district  (along  Howard  Street  between  First  and  Second  Streets)  from  the  remainder  of 
the  district.  This  would  constitute  a  loss  of  integrity  of  this  historic  district.  However,  construction  of  the 
project  at  222  Second  Street  would  not  materially  add  to  this  visual  and  physical  separation  because  it 
would  be  separated  from  the  demolition  of  the  contributing  resources  by  the  width  of  both  Second  and 
Howard  Streets,  and  thus  the  project  would  not  make  a  considerable  contribution  to  the  impact. 
Therefore,  the  project's  cumulative  effect  on  the  Second  and  Howard  Streets  National  Register  District 
would  be  less  than  significant. 

With  respect  to  the  New  Montgomery-Second  Street  Conservation  District,  both  as  currently  defined  and 
as  proposed  for  expansion,  only  the  first  two  of  the  above-noted  buildings  to  be  demolished  for  the 
planned  Caltrain  extension  are  within  the  district,  and  their  loss  would  affect  a  considerably  smaller  area 
at  the  southeastern-most  border  of  the  district.  Because  of  this,  and  because  the  proposed  222  Second 
Street  project  is  outside  this  district  and  separated  by  the  width  of  both  Second  and  Howard  Streets  from 
the  buildings  to  be  demolished  for  the  Caltrain  extension,  the  project  would  not  result  in  a  significant 
cumulative  impact. 

In  light  of  the  above,  the  project  would  have  a  less-than-significant  impact  on  historical  resources,  and  no 
mitigation  is  required. 

Mitigation  and  Improvement  IVIeasures 

M-CP-l  Archeological  Research  Design  and  Treatment  Plan:  Based  on  a  reasonable 

presumption  that  archeological  resources  may  be  present  within  the  project  site,  the 
following  measures  shall  be  undertaken  to  avoid  any  potentially  significant  adverse  effect 
from  the  proposed  project  on  buried  or  submerged  historical  resources.  The  project 
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sponsor  shall  retain  the  services  of  a  qualified  archeological  consultant  having  expertise 
in  California  prehistoric  and  urban  historical  archeology.  The  archeological  consultant 
shall  undertake  an  archeological  testing  program  as  specified  herein.  In  addition,  the 
consultant  shall  be  available  to  conduct  an  archeological  monitoring  and/or  data  recovery 
program  if  required  pursuant  to  this  measure.  The  archeological  consultant's  work  shall 
be  conducted  in  accordance  with  this  measure  at  the  direction  of  the  Environmental 
Review  Officer  (ERO).  All  plans  and  reports  prepared  by  the  consultant  as  specified 
herein  shall  be  submitted  first  and  directly  to  the  ERO  for  review  and  comment,  and  shall 
be  considered  draft  reports  subject  to  revision  until  final  approval  by  the  ERO. 
Archeological  monitoring  and/or  data  recovery  programs  required  by  this  measure  could 
suspend  construction  of  the  project  for  up  to  a  maximum  of  four  weeks.  At  the  direction 
of  the  ERO.  the  suspension  of  construction  can  be  extended  beyond  four  weeks  only  if 
such  a  suspension  is  the  only  feasible  means  to  reduce  to  a  less  than  significant  level 
potential  effects  on  a  significant  archeological  resource  as  defined  in  CEQA  Guidelines 
Sections  15064.5  (a)  and  (c). 

Archeological  Test wg  Program.  Evidence  of  prehistoric  settlement  has  been  discovered  in 
the  project  vicinity,  such  as  the  prehistoric  midden  sites  CA-SFR-135  and  CA-SFR-1 12. 
The  archeological  deposits  associated  with  prehistoric  settlement  include  shellmound 
deposition,  prehistoric  flaked-stone,  ground  stone,  shell,  and  bone  artifacts,  house  floors, 
and  human  remains.  Previous  archeological  and  geotechnical  boring  indicate  that  a  marsh 
deposit,  characterized  by  a  reddish-brown  to  orange-brown  organic  sandy  clay  layer  (3- 
10  Vi  feet  thick),  is  located  18  feet  to  28  feet  below  ground  surface.  Although  there  has 
been  no  indication  this  layer  contains  evidence  of  cultural  materials,  i.e.,  shell,  fire- 
affected  rock,  bone,  or  culturally  developed  soils,  its  depth  is  consistent  with  buried 
prehistoric  midden  sites  in  the  vicinity.  Since  it  is  impractical  to  conduct  additional 
archeological  testing  through  trench  excavations  to  the  depths  of  potential  prehistoric 
deposits,  archeological  monitoring  shall  be  conducted  during  construction-related 
excavations  in  depths  between  18  and  28  feet  below  surface,  as  discussed  below. 

Archeological  Monitoring  Program.  Archeological  monitoring  shall  be  carried  out  during 
the  excavation  of  soils  between  0  feet  and  31  feet  below  the  present  (pre-construction) 
ground  surface.  Soils  below  3 1  feet  are  not  expected  to  contain  cultural  remains,  as  these 
depths  would  likely  pre-date  human  occupation. 

All  aspects  of  the  Plan  shall  be  administered  by  William  Self  Associates  (WSA)'s 
Principal  Investigator,  who  possesses  the  academic  background  and  experience  for 
historic  archeological  reseai^ch  defined  in  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior's  Professional 
Qualifications  Standards  CFR  66,  Appendix  C,  (48  PR  44738-9)  and  is  certified  by  the 
Register  of  Professional  Archcologists. 

The  Field  Archeologist(s)  shall  report  on  a  daily  basis  to  the  project's  Construction 
Manager.  Requests  for  archeological  work  to  be  conducted  within  the  excavation  area 
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shall  be  directed  to  the  Construction  Manager.  Prior  to  the  commencement  of 
construction,  the  Construction  Manager(s)  shall  be  provided  with  training  in  the  various 
types  of  cultural  material  or  features  expected  to  be  encountered  during  project 
excavations.  Training  shall  be  conducted  or  supervised  by  WSA's  Principal  Investigator. 

At  the  discretion  of  the  Principal  Investigator  and  in  consultation  with  the  San  Francisco 
Environmental  Review  Officer  (ERO),  a  Field  Archeologist  shall  be  on-site  during 
excavation  of  soils  or  strata  likely  to  contain  cultural  materials.  All  excavation  and 
trenching  with  backhoe  or  bulldozer  that  are  conducted  in  levels  thought  to  potentially 
contain  cultural  material  shall  be  monitored.  Based  on  data  recovered  through 
archeological  testing,  historic  cultural  material  may  be  encountered  immediately  below 
the  foundations  of  the  most  recent  structures  on  the  site,  down  to  approximately  8  feet 
below  current  grade.  Prehistoric  deposits,  although  not  observed  during  the  previous 
testing  program,  may  lie  at  deeper  levels,  approximately  18-28  feet  below  grade.  The 
Field  Archeologist  shall  monitor  the  excavations  of  overlying  soils  along  Howard, 
Second  and  Tehama  streets  that  may  expose  pre- 1 906  building  foundations,  and  in  the 
central  area  where  other  historic  privies  may  be  exposed.  The  Field  Archeologist  should 
also  monitor  excavation  within  the  project  area  to  ensure  that  prehistoric  deposits  arc  not 
disturbed  before  they  can  be  assessed  for  potential  significance. 

In  the  event  buried  cultural  material  is  encountered  during  project  construction,  in 
consultation  with  the  Construction  Manager,  monitors  shall  be  able  to  temporarily 
redirect  excavation  until  an  assessment  and/or  documentation  of  the  resource  can  be 
completed.  Monitors  shall  collect  all  diagnostic  artifacts  for  further  analysis. 

The  Construction  Manager,  to  ensure  workplace  safety  and  efficiency,  shall  be 
responsible  for  overseeing  the  activities  of  the  archeologist  within  the  excavation  per  the 
site  safety  plan.  Evaluation  of  excavated  material  shall  be  conducted  on-site,  but  outside 
of  the  excavation,  or  when  all  work  in  the  area  of  the  find  has  stopped  at  the  direction  of 
the  Construction  Manager.  Full  safety  equipment  shall  be  worn  on-site  at  all  times. 

The  Field  Archeologist(s),  through  coordination  with  the  Construction  Manager  shall 
have  the  opportunity  to  screen  random  samples  of  excavated  material  within  an  area 
adjacent  to  the  construction  alignment.  Field  Archeologists  shall  be  pcnnitted  to  signal 
equipment  operators  to  place  a  sample  of  excavated  material  next  to  a  screening  station, 
where  the  soil  shall  be  screened  and  artifacts,  if  any,  recovered.  Provenience  of  the 
sample  would  be  recorded,  as  accurately,  as  possible  using  the  existing  project 
engineering  stations.  Should  potentially  significant  cultural  materials  be  identified  during 
screening  of  the  sample,  the  Principal  Investigator  and  the  Construction  Manager  shall 
consult  with  the  ERO  to  determine  whether  to  redirect  machinery  to  temporarily  allow 
the  Field  Archeologist  to  recover  in-situ  cultural  materials,  temporarily  allow  machinery 
to  be  used  solely  to  supply  the  Field  Archeologist  with  excavated  soils  for  continued 
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screening  (thus  allowing  a  larger  sample  of  the  cultural  debris  to  be  salvaged)  or  to  return 
to  standard  operations,  permitting  soil  samples  to  be  screened  randomly. 

The  Field  Archeologist  shall  remain  well  clear  of  earth  moving  and  excavation 
equipment.  In  the  event  cultural  material  or  archeological  features  are  exposed  during 
construction  excavation,  the  Field  Archeologist  may  request  the  equipment  operator  to 
stop  for  a  period  of  time  sufficient  to  allow  identification  and  preliminary  assessment  of 
the  object(s)  or  feature(s).  The  Field  Archeologist  may  also  take  advantage  of  equipment 
downtime  or  breaks  in  construction  activity  to  examine  the  ground  surface. 

The  Field  Archeologist  shall  take  advantage  of  equipment  "down  time,"  working  during 
operator  breaks  and  lunch  or,  in  consultation  with  the  Construction  Manager,  outside  of 
scheduled  work  shifts.  This  will  allow  for  optimum  viewing  of  the  ground  surface  with 
no  interference  from  operating  machinery.  Coordination  between  the  Field  Archeologist 
and  the  Construction  Manager  is  expected  to  address  the  anticipated  need  for 
archeological  investigations. 

The  Field  Archeologist  shall  retain  on-site  all  of  the  necessary  tools  to  permit  efficient 
use  of  their  time,  should  recording  or  data  recovery  be  required  This  could  include:  daily 
monitoring  and  feature  recording  forms,  digital  camera,  measuring  tapes,  shovels  and 
other  hand  excavation  tools,  sifter  screens  of  appropriate  size,  baggies  and  marking  pens 
to  allow  collection  of  materials,  and  haitmier,  stakes,  string,  or  other  materials  or  tools  as 
might  be  needed. 

Once  excavations  have  reached  depths  at  which  buried  cultural  resources  are  unlikely  to 
be  present,  the  Principal  Investigator  may  elect  with  the  approval  of  the  ERO,  to  provide 
for  an  "on-call"  Field  Archeologist,  relying  on  the  observations  of  the  Construction 
Manager. 

Archeological  Data  Recovety  Program.  Data  recovery  may  be  necessary  if  potentially 
significant  cultural  deposits  are  encountered  during  project  construction. 

A  data  recovery  operation  must  be  conducted  in  accordance  with  a  well  defined  approach 
or  research  design.  The  research  design  presented  above  has  been  formulated  to  ensure  that 
the  results  of  data  recovery  can  produce  direct  and  indirect  benefit  to  both  the  scientific 
community  and  lay  public  in  an  efficient  and  cost-effective  manner.  Data  recovered  shall  be 
analyzed  to  address  the  research  questions  presented  in  the  Research  Design  regarding  the 
history  of  San  Francisco,  and  shall  take  into  account  previous  relevant  research  in  the  area. 
Specific  recovery  methods  and  analysis  techniques  are  discussed  below,  as  are  categories  of 
artifacts  that  shall  be  collected,  as  well  as  those  for  which  collection  may  not  be  required. 
Adequate  provisions  are  provided  for  the  modification  of  the  program  should  unforeseen 
circumstances  arise  during  construction. 

The  scope  of  the  ADRP  shall  include  the  following  elements: 
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■  Field  Methods  and  Procedures.  Descriptions  of  proposed  field  strategies,  procedures, 
and  operations. 

■  Cataloguing  and  Laboratory  Analysis.  Description  of  selected  cataloguing  system 
and  artifact  analysis  procedures. 

■  Discard  and  Deaccession  Policy.  Description  of  and  rationale  for  field  and  post-field 
discard  and  deaccession  policies. 

■  Interpretive  Program.  Consideration  of  an  on-site/off-site  public  interpretive  program 
during  the  course  of  the  archeological  data  recovery  program. 

■.    Security  Measures.  Recommended  security  measures  to  protect  the  archeological 
resource  from  vandalism,  looting,  and  non-intentionally  damaging  activities. 

■  Final  Report.  Description  of  proposed  report  format  and  distribution  of  results. 

■  Curation.  Description  of  the  procedures  and  recommendations  for  the  curation  of  any 
recovered  data  having  potential  research  value,  identification  of  appropriate  curation 
facilities,  and  a  summary  of  the  accession  policies  of  the  curation  facilities. 

Human  Remains  and  Associated  or  Unassociated  Funerary  Objects.  The  treatment  of 
human  remains  and  of  associated  or  unassociated  funerary  objects  discovered  during  any 
soils  disturbing  activity  shall  comply  with  applicable  State  and  Federal  laws.  This  shall 
include  immediate  notification  of  the  Coroner  of  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 
and  in  the  event  of  the  Coroner's  determination  that  the  human  remains  are  Native 
American  remains,  notification  of  the  California  State  Native  American  Heritage 
Commission  (NAHC)  who  shall  appoint  a  Most  Likely  Descendant  (MLD)  (Pub.  Res. 
Code  Sec.  5097.98).  The  archeological  consultant,  project  sponsor,  and  MLD  shall  make 
all  reasonable  efforts  to  develop  an  agreement  for  the  treatment  of,  with  appropriate 
dignity,  human  remains  and  associated  or  unassociated  funerary  objects  (CEQA 
Guidelines  Sec.  15064.5(d)).  The  agreement  should  take  into  consideration  the 
appropriate  excavation,  removal,  recordation,  analysis,  custodianship,  curation,  and  final 
disposition  of  the  human  remains  and  associated  or  unassociated  funerary  objects. 

Final  Archeological  Resources  Report.  The  archeological  consultant  shall  submit  a  Draft 
Final  Archeological  Resources  Report  (FARR)  to  the  ERO  that  evaluates  the  historical 
significance  of  any  discovered  archeological  resource  and  describes  the  archeological  and 
historical  research  methods  employed  in  the  archeological  testing/monitoring/data 
recovery  program(s)  undertaken.  Information  that  may  put  at  risk  any  archeological 
resource  shall  be  provided  in  a  separate  removable  insert  within  the  final  report. 

Once  approved  by  the  ERO,  copies  of  the  FARR  shall  be  distributed  as  follows: 
California  Archeological  Site  Survey  Northwest  Information  Center  (NWIC)  shall 
receive  one  (1)  copy  and  the  ERO  shall  receive  a  copy  of  the  transmittal  of  the  FARR  to 
the  NWIC.  The  Major  Envirormiental  Analysis  division  of  the  Planning  Department  shall 
receive  three  copies  of  the  FARR  along  with  copies  of  any  formal  site  recordation  forms 
(CA  DPR  523  series)  and/or  documentation  for  nomination  to  the  National  Register  of 
Historic  Places/California  Register  of  Historical  Resources.  In  instances  of  high  public 
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interest  in  or  the  high  interpretive  value  of  the  resource,  the  ERO  may  require  a  different 
final  report  content,  format,  and  distribution  than  that  presented  above. 

On-Site  Secwity.  The  exposure  of  sub-surface  archeological  deposits  carries  with  it  the 
inherent  risk  of  looting  and  destruction  of  \  aluable  and  spatially-sensiti\  e  archeological 
infonnation.  as  was  seen  during  the  previous  archeological  testing  at  the  site  (Archeo-Tec 
1990).  Consequently,  prior  to  penetration  of  the  existing  hardscape,  a  security  fence  shall 
be  erected  around  the  project  parcel.  Once  the  hardscape  has  been  remo\  ed  and 
archeological  testing  begins,  a  security  guard  shall  be  employed  to  provide  security 
during  those  periods  when  the  site  is  otherwise  unoccupied.  It  shall  be  the  security 
guard's  responsibility  to  insure  that  no  unauthorized  excavations  occur  and  no  cultural 
material  is  removed  from  the  site. 

Implementation  of  the  above  measure  would  reduce  Impact  CP-1  to  a  less-than-significant  level. 

•  I-CP-la  Construction  Best  Practices  and  Monitoring  Program  for  Historical  Resources.  The 

project  sponsor  shall  incorporate  into  construction  specifications  for  the  proposed  project 
a  requirement  that  the  construction  contractor(s)  use  all  feasible  means  to  avoid  damage 
to  adjacent  and  nearby  historic  buildings,  including,  but  not  necessarily  limited  to, 
staging  of  equipment  and  materials  as  far  as  possible  from  historic  buildings  to  avoid 
direct  impact  damage;  using  techniques  in  demolition  (of  the  parking  lot),  excavation, 
shoring,  and  construction  that  create  the  minimum  feasible  vibration;  maintaining  a 
buffer  zone  when  possible  between  heavy  equipment  and  the  63 1  Howard  Street 
building;  appropriately  shoring  excavation  sidewalls  to  prevent  movement  of  adjacent 
structures;  design  and  installation  of  the  new  foundation  to  minimize  uplift  of  adjacent 
soils;  ensuring  adequate  drainage  from  adjacent  sites;  covering  the  roof  of  adjacent 
structures  to  avoid  damage  from  falling  objects;  and  ensuring  appropriate  security  to 
minimize  risks  of  vandalism  and  fire. 

•  l-CP-lb  Construction  Monitoring  Program.  The  project  sponsor  shall  undertake  a  monitoring 

program  to  minimize  damage  to  adjacent  historic  buildings  and  to  ensure  that  any  such 
damage  is  documented  and  repaired.  The  monitoring  program  would  include  the 
following  components.  Prior  to  the  start  of  any  ground-disturbing  activity,  the  project 
sponsor  shall  engage  a  historic  architect  or  qualified  historic  preserv  ation  professional  to 
undertake  a  prcconstruction  survey  of  the  buildings  at  631  Howard  Street  and  240  Second 
Street  to  document  and  photograph  the  buildings'  existing  conditions.  The  consultant 
shall  also  establish  a  maximum  vibration  level  that  shall  not  be  exceeded  at  each 
building,  based  on  existing  condition,  character-defining  features,  soils  conditions,  and 
anticipated  construction  practices  (a  common  standard  is  0.2  inches  per  second,  peak 
particle  velocity).  To  ensure  that  vibration  levels  do  not  exceed  the  established  standard, 
the  project  sponsor  shall  monitor  vibration  levels  at  each  structure  and  shall  prohibit 
vibratory  construction  activities  that  generate  vibration  levels  in  excess  of  the  standard. 
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Should  vibration  levels  be  obsei"\'ed  in  excess  of  the  standard,  construction  shall  be  halted 
and  alternative  techniques  put  in  practice,  to  the  extent  feasible.  The  consultant  shall 
conduct  regular  periodic  inspections  of  each  building  during  ground-disturbing  activity 
on  the  project  site.  Should  damage  to  either  building  occur,  the  building(s)  shall  be 
remediated  to  its  preconstruction  condition  at  the  conclusion  of  ground-disturbing  activity 
on  the  site. 

•    Implementation  of  the  above  measures,  which  have  been  agreed  to  by  the  project  sponsor,  would  further 
reduce  the  less-than-significant  impacts  of  construction  on  adjacent  historical  resources. 

Conclusion 

In  summary,  the  proposed  project  would  result  in  a  less-than-significant  impact  on  the  William  Volker 
Building  at  63 1  Howard  Street  because  demolition  of  the  loading  dock  would  remove  a  non-character- 
defining  feature  and  because  construction  of  the  proposed  project  would  not  adversely  affect  five  of  the 
seven  aspects  of  the  integrity  of  this  resource.  Moreover,  the  massing  and  design  of  the  proposed  project's 
base  would  be  consistent  with  the  adjacent  631  Howard  Streets  building.  The  project  would  not  result  in  a 
significant  impact,  either  individually  or  cumulatively,  on  other  individual  buildings  or  on  the  New 
Montgomery,  Mission,  and  Second  Streets  District,  the  New  Montgomery-Second  Street  Conservation 
District  (as  currently  delineated  or  as  expanded)  or  the  Second  and  Howard  Streets  National  Register 
District. 
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A  transportation  study  was  prepared  for  the  EIR,  and  information  from  that  document  is  used  and 
summarized  in  this  section."*^ 

Setting 

Street  System 

Interstate  Highway  80  (1-80)  and  U.S.  Highway  101  (U.S.  101)  provide  the  primary  regional  access  to  the 
project  site,  linking  the  area  to  the  East  Bay  (1-80,  via  the  Bay  Bridge)  and  to  the  North  Bay  (U.S.  101, 
via  the  Golden  Gate  Bridge)  and  the  Peninsula  and  South  Bay  (U.S.  101).  U.S.  101  merges  with  1-80  at  an 
elevated  structure  in  the  vicinity  of  Division  and  Tenth  Streets.  Access  to  and  from  1-80  is  provided  via 
on-  and  off-ramps  at  Fremont,  Harrison/Essex,  First/Harrison,  Fifth/Bryant,  and  Fourth/Harrison  Streets. 
Ramps  to  and  from  the  U.S.  101  freeway  are  at  Fourth/Harrison  and  Fourth/Bryant  Streets.  1-280  provides 
alternative  access  to  the  Peninsula/South  Bay,  with  ramps  at  King  Street  (near  Fifth  Street)  and  Sixth 
Street  (at  Brannan  Street). 

Within  the  project  vicinity.  Third,  Fourth  and  Harrison  Streets,  and  portions  of  Howard  and  First  Streets 
are  designated  in  the  Transportation  Element  of  the  San  Francisco  General  Plan  as  Transit  Preferential 
Streets.  On  these  streets,  priority  is  given  to  transit  vehicles  over  autos  during  commute  and  business 
hours  on  weekdays  usually  along  curbside  lanes.  Howard,  Folsom,  Harrison,  First,  Third  and  Fourth 
Streets  are  designated  in  the  Transportation  Element  as  Major  Arterials,  which  the  General  Plan  defines 
as  "cross-town  thoroughfares  whose  primary  function  is  to  link  districts  within  the  City  and  to  distribute 
traffic  from  and  to  the  freeways."  A  portion  of  Third  Street  is  part  of  the  City  wide  Pedestrian  Network. 
Second,  and  Third  Streets  are  Neighborhood  Coinmercial  Pedestrian  Streets.  Second  Street  (Route  1 1), 
and  Howard  and  Folsom  Streets  (Route  30)  are  designated  as  Citywide  Bicycle  Routes  in  the 
Transportation  Element.  Howard  and  Folsom  Streets  each  has  a  Class  II  bicycle  lane,  and  Second  Street  is 
a  Class  III  route,  meaning  bicyclists  and  motorists  share  the  roadway  width.  Second  Street  was  identified 
as  one  of  60  near-tcnn  bicycle  route  network  improvement  projects  in  the  San  Francisco  Bicycle  Plan, 
although  the  Second  Street  project  was  not  approved  with  the  remainder  of  the  Bicycle  Plan  in  August 
2009.  All  major  intersections  in  the  vicinity  of  the  project  site  are  traffic  signal  controlled,  except  the 
intersection  of  Second  and  Tehama  Streets,  at  which  traffic  on  Tehama  Street  is  controlled  by  stop  signs. 

Howard  Street  is  a  one-way  street  west  of  Fremont  Street  with  four  travel  lanes  in  the  westbound 
direction,  and  a  two-way  street  with  two  travel  lanes  in  each  direction  between  The  Embarcadero  and 
Fremont  Street.  Folsom  Street  is  a  one-way  street  west  of  Main  Street  with  four  travel  lanes  in  the 
eastbound  direction,  and  a  two-way  street  with  three  eastbound  lanes  and  one  westbound  lane  between 
The  Embarcadero  and  Main  Street.  Harrison  Street  is  a  two-way  street  between  The  Embarcadero  and 
Third  Street,  and  one-way  westbound  west  of  Third  Street.  Tehama  Street  is  a  discontinuous  alley,  south 

Environmental  Science  Associates,  222  Second  Street  Office  Building  Transportation  Report.  February,  2009.  This  report  is 
available  lor  review  at  the  San  Francisco  Planning  Department.  1650  Mission  Street,  Suite  400.  as  part  of  Project  File 
No.  2006.1I06E. 
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of  and  parallel  to  Howard  Street.  It  has  a  single  one-way  dead-end  street  adjacent  to  the  project  site, 
providing  access  for  the  55  Hawthorne  Street  parking  garage,  the  loading  dock  for  63 1  Howard  Street, 
and  the  surface  parking  lot  currently  on  the  project  site.  Second  Street  has  two  travel  lanes  in  each 
direction,  except  between  Mission  and  Market  Streets  where  there  is  one  northbound  lane  (with  the  two 
southbound  lanes).  Third  Street  is  a  one-way  northbound  street,  with  three  travel  lanes  plus  a  bus-only 
"diamond"  lane  south  of  Folsom  Street;  the  bus-only  lane  shifts  to  the  curb  north  of  Folsom  Street, 
providing  four  "non-bus-only"  through  lanes.  First  Street  is  a  one-way  southbound  .street,  with  three 
travel  lanes;  between  Market  and  Howard  Streets,  one  lane  is  reserved  for  transit  vehicles  only. 
Hawthorne  Street  is  a  one-way  southbound  street,  connecting  Howard  Street  to  Harrison  Street.  Parking  is 
generally  permitted  on  both  sides  of  area  streets,  but  is  restricted  on  Howard,  Mission.  Third  and  First 
Streets  in  the  p.m.  peak  period. 

Transit 

Currently,  stops  for  10  Muni  local  and  express  bus  lines  and  the  F-line  streetcars  arc  within  walking 
distance  (considered  one-quarter  of  a  mile)  of  the  project,  as  are  the  .Muni  Metro  light  rail  system  and 
BART,  accessible  two  blocks  north  of  the  site,  at  the  Second  Street  entrance  to  the  Montgomery  station. 
•    Golden  Gate  Transit  (GGT)  serves  a  bus  stop  located  on  Howard  Street  at  Second  Street,  diagonally 
across  the  street  from  the  project  site.  This  bus  stop  is  served  by  nearly  all  GGT  routes  in  San  Francisco 
and  is  used  for  dropping  passengers  off  only.  Similarly,  the  GGT  bus  stop  on  Folsom  Street  at  Second 
Street  is  used  by  the  same  routes  for  picking  passengers  up  only.  AC  Transit  and  SamTrans  are  about  one 
and  a  half  blocks  to  the  northeast,  at  the  Transbay  Transit  Terminal.  Caltrain  is  available  at  the 
Fourth/Townsend  depot  via  a  connecting  .Muni  line. 

Parking 

Surveys  of  existing  publicly  available  on-strect  and  off-street  parking  capacity  and  occupancy  were  taken 
in  the  area  generally  bounded  by  .Mission,  First,  Harrison,  and  Third  Streets.  There  are  about  4,350  off- 
street  parking  spaces  within  the  study  area,  with  mid-aftcmoon  weekday  occupancy  levels  at  about 
84  percent.  On-street  parking  in  the  project  area,  predominantly  comprised  of  metered  spaces,  is 
effectively  at  capacity. 

Pedestrians/Bicycles 

Based  on  field  observations,  conducted  during  the  weekday  midday  and  p.m.  peak  periods,  the  volume  of 
pedestrians  in  the  project  site  vicinity  is  low  to  moderate  (with  higher  pedestrian  volumes  on  Second 
Street  than  on  Howard  Street),  i.e.,  "unimpeded",  with  generally  normal  walking  speeds,  and  the  freedom 
to  bypass  other  pedestrians  (although  requiring  interaction  with  other  pedestrians).  Frequent  incidences  of 
conflicts  were  observed  between  turning  vehicles  and  pedestrians  within  the  southerly  crosswalk  at  the 
nearby  (to  the  west)  intersection  of  Howard  and  Hawthorne  Streets.  There  is  an  all-pedestrian  phase,  and 
an  autos-only  phase,  for  the  traffic  signal  at  this  intersection,  and  therefore,  the  sources  of  the  conflicts  are 
non-compliance  to  traffic  control  by  pedestrians  (crossing  Hawthorne  Street  against  the  "Don't  Walk" 
signal),  and  drivers  making  left  turns  on  the  red  signal  (which  is  not  prohibited). 

Bicycle  Routes  1 1  and  30  are  located  along  streets  that  border  the  project  site.  Route  1 1  is  a  Class  III 
bicycle  facility,  and  runs  in  both  directions  on  Second  Street.  Route  30  runs  westbound  on  Howard  Street 
(and  eastbound  on  Folsom  Street),  with  a  wider  curb  parking  lane  (Class  III)  provided  east  of  Fremont 
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Street,  and  a  striped  bicycle  lane  (Class  II)  provided  between  Fremont  and  Eleventh  Streets.  A  substantial 
number  of  bicyclists  (predominantly  messengers  and  commuters)  were  observed  to  be  riding  in  the 
project  site  vicinity,  along  Second  and  Howard  Streets. 

As  noted  in  Chapter  111.  the  Board  of  Super\'isors  in  August  2009  approved  the  San  Francisco  Bicycle 
Plan.  The  Final  Environmental  Impact  Report  for  the  Bicycle  Plan  analyzed  a  project  calling  for  new 
bicycle  lanes  on  Second  Street  but,  as  stated  above,  this  specific  improvement  was  removed  from  the  list 
of  projects  approved  by  the  Municipal  Transportation  Agency  (MTA)  Board  of  Directors  and  the 
Supervisors,  in  order  to  allow  for  additional  study.  The  MTA  plans  to  hold  a  community-based  design 
charrette  for  the  Second  Street  bicycle  lane  design  in  2010,  followed  by  additional  staff  review  and  the 
release  of  a  new  prefen  cd  plan  in  201 1  -  2012.^° 

Impacts 

Significance  Criteria 

The  project  could  have  a  significant  effect  on  the  environment  if  it  would: 

•  Cause  the  intersection  level  of  service  to  deteriorate  from  LOS  D  or  better  to  LOS  E  or  F,  or  from 
LOS  E  to  LOS  F  as  a  result  of  the  addition  of  project  traffic.^'  The  project  may  result  in  significant 
adverse  impacts  at  intersections  that  operate  at  LOS  E  or  F  under  baseline  conditions  depending 
upon  the  magnitude  of  the  project's  contribution  to  the  worsening  of  the  average  delay  per  vehicle. 
In  addition,  the  project  would  have  a  significant  adverse  impact  if  it  would  cause  major  traffic 
hazards  or  contribute  considerably  to  cumulative  traffic  increases  that  would  cause  deterioration  in 
lc\  els  of  serv  ice  to  unacceptable  levels; 

•  Cause  a  substantial  increase  in  transit  demand  that  could  not  be  accommodated  by  adjacent  transit 
capacity,  resulting  in  unacceptable  levels  of  transit  service;  or  cause  a  substantial  increase  in  delays 
or  operating  costs  such  that  significant  adverse  impacts  in  transit  service  levels  could  result; 

•  Result  in  substantial  overcrowding  on  public  sidewalks,  create  potentially  hazardous  conditions  for 
pedestrians,  or  otherwise  interfere  with  pedestrian  accessibility  to  the  site  and  adjoining  areas;  or 

•  Create  potentially  hazardous  conditions  for  bicyclists  or  otherwise  substantially  interfere  with 
bicycle  accessibility  to  the  site  and  adjoining  areas. 

Parking  supply  is  not  considered  to  be  a  part  of  the  permanent  physical  environment  in  San  Francisco. 
Parking  conditions  are  not  static,  as  parking  supply  and  demand  varies  from  day  to  day,  from  day  to  night, 
from  month  to  month,  etc.  Hence,  the  availability  of  parking  spaces  (or  lack  thereof)  is  not  a  permanent 
physical  condition,  but  changes  over  time  as  people  change  their  modes  and  patterns  of  travel. 


Damon  Curtis.  Municipal  Transportation  Agency,  personal  communication  with  Michael  Jacinto.  MEA.  January  25.  2010. 
The  LOS  analysis  provides  a  standardized  ineans  of  rating  an  intersection's  operating  characteristics  on  the  basis  of  traffic 
V  olumes,  intersection  capacity,  and  delays.  LOS  A  represents  free-tlow  conditions,  with  little  or  no  delay,  while  LOS  F 
represents  congested  conditions,  with  extremely  long  delays;  LOS  D  (moderately  high  delays)  is  considered  the  lowest 
acceptable  le\  el  in  San  Francisco. 

Under  California  Public  Resources  Code  (CEQA)  Section  21060.5,  "environment"  can  be  defined  as  "the  physical 
conditions  which  exist  within  the  area  which  will  be  affected  by  a  proposed  project,  including  land,  air,  water,  minerals, 
flora,  fauna,  noise  and  objects  of  historic  or  aesthetic  significance." 


Case  No.  2006.1106E 


78 

206337 


222  Second  Street 


IV.  ENVIRONMENTAL  SETTING,  IMPACTS.  AND  MITIGATION  MEASURES 


E.  TRANSPORTATION 


Parking  deficits  are  considered  to  be  social  effects,  rather  than  impacts  on  the  physical  environment  as 
defined  by  CEQA.  Under  CEQA,  a  project's  social  impacts  need  not  be  treated  as  significant  impacts  on  the 
environment.  Environmental  documents  should,  however,  address  the  secondary  physical  impacts  that  could 
be  triggered  by  a  social  impact.  (CEQA  Guidelines  Section  15131(a).)  The  social  inconvenience  of  parking 
deficits,  such  as  having  to  hunt  for  scarce  parking  spaces,  is  not  an  environmental  impact,  but  there  may  be 
secondary  physical  environmental  impacts,  such  as  increased  traffic  congestion  at  intersections,  air  quality 
impacts,  safety  impacts,  or  noise  impacts  caused  by  congestion.  In  the  experience  of  San  Francisco 
transportation  planners,  however,  the  absence  of  a  ready  supply  of  parking  spaces,  combined  with  available 
alternatives  to  auto  travel  (e.g.,  transit  service,  taxis,  bicycles  or  travel  by  foot)  and  a  relatively  dense  pattern 
of  urban  development,  induces  many  drivers  to  seek  and  find  alternative  parking  facilities,  shift  to  other 
modes  of  travel,  or  change  their  overall  travel  habits.  Any  such  resulting  shifts  to  transit  service  in 
particular,  would  be  in  keeping  with  the  City's  "Transit  Firsf  policy.  The  City's  Transit  First  Policy, 
established  in  the  City's  Charter  Section  16.102  provides  that  "parking  policies  for  areas  well  served  by 
public  transit  shall  be  designed  to  encourage  travel  by  public  transportation  and  alternative 
transportation." 

The  transportation  analysis  accounts  for  potential  secondary  effects,  such  as  cars  circling  and  looking  for 
a  parking  space  in  areas  of  limited  parking  supply,  by  assuming  that  all  drivers  would  attempt  to  find 
parking  at  or  near  the  project  site  and  then  seek  parking  farther  away  if  convenient  parking  is  unavailable. 
Moreover,  the  secondary  effects  of  drivers  searching  for  parking  is  typically  offset  by  a  reduction  in 
vehicle  trips  due  to  others  who  are  aware  of  constrained  parking  conditions  in  a  given  area.  Hence,  any 
secondary  environmental  impacts  which  may  result  from  a  shortfall  in  parking  in  the  vicinity  of  the 
proposed  project  would  be  minor,  and  the  traffic  assignments  used  in  the  transportation  analysis,  as  well 
as  in  the  associated  air  quality,  noise  and  pedestrian  safety  analyses,  reasonably  addresses  potential 
secondary  effects. 

The  project  would  have  a  significant  effect  on  the  environment  if  it  would  result  in  a  loading  demand 
during  the  peak  hour  of  loading  activities  that  could  not  be  accommodated  within  the  proposed  on-site 
loading  facilities  or  within  convenient  on-street  loading  zones,  and  if  it  would  create  potentially 
hazardous  traffic  conditions  or  significant  delays  affecting  traffic,  transit,  bicycles  or  pedestrians. 

Construction-related  impacts  on  transportation  systems  generally  would  not  be  considered  significant  due 
to  their  temporary  and  limited  duration. 
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Impact  Analysis 

Travel  Demand  Analysis 

The  project  w  ould  generate  about  10,950  total  person  trips  per  day,  with  a  total  of  about  1,075  total  person 
trips  during  the  p.m.  peak  hour,  of  which  about  250  would  be  vehicle  trips,-^^  510  would  be  transit  trips, 
1 55  would  be  walking  trips,  and  the  remainder  by  other  modes  such  as  bicycle,  motorcycle  and  taxi. 

The  project  would  be  subject  to  a  variety  of  transportation  management  requirements  under  Planning 
Code  Section  163,  whose  intent  is  to  assure  that  adequate  measures  are  undertaken  and  maintained  to 
minimize  transportation  effects  of  added  office  employment  in  the  downtown  and  South  of  Market  area, 
by  facilitating  the  effective  use  of  transit,  encouraging  ridesharing,  and  employing  other  practical  means 
to  reduce  commute  travel  by  single-occupant  vehicles. 

Traffic  Impacts 

Impact  TR-1:  Traffic  generated  by  the  proposed  project  would  degrade  level  of  service  at  certain 
local  intersections.  (Significant  but  Mitigable) 

Of  the  250  net  new  p.m.  peak-hour  vehicle  trips  generated  by  the  project,  about  54  percent  would  be  to  or 
from  locations  within  San  Francisco,  while  the  remainder  would  be  headed  to  or  from  the  East  Bay,  the 
Peninsula/South  Bay,  and  the  North  Bay.  East  Bay-bound  vehicles  would  make  up  approximately  one- 
fifth  of  the  outbound  vehicle  trips,  or  about  40  additional  cars  heading  for  the  East  Bay  (assumed  to  be  via 
the  Bay  Bridge)  in  the  p.m.  peak  hour.  These  40  additional  cars  would  incrementally  contribute  to  the 
substantial  queuing  that  currently  occurs  on  access  routes  to  the  Bay  Bridge,  such  as  First  Street. 
Peninsula/South  Bay-bound  traffic  would  amount  to  about  25  new  vehicles,  which  likewise  would 
incrementally  contribute  to  queuing  that  now  occurs  at  southbound  access  routes,  such  as  the  on-ramp  at 
Fourth/Harrison  Streets. 

As  shown  in  Table  2,  eight  of  the  1 1  signalized  intersections  studied  currently  operate  at  good  (LOS  D^^ 
or  better)  service  levels  during  the  p.m.  peak  hour.  Two  of  the  three  intersections  that  operate  at 
unacceptable  LOS  E  or  F  conditions  are  located  on  the  primary  approaches  to  1-80  and  the  Bay  Bridge 
(Harrison/  First  Streets,  and  Harrison/Fourth  Streets),  and  traffic  to  the  bridge  passes  through  the  third 
intersection  (Harrison/Second  Streets).  The  one  unsignalized  study  intersection,  Second/Tehama  Streets, 
operates  at  an  acceptable  LOS  D.  The  intersections  selected  for  analysis  were  chosen  because  they  would 
be  the  most  likely  to  be  affected  by  project  traffic.  While  project-generated  vehicles  would  also  travel 
through  other  intersections,  it  would  have  less  impact  on  intersections  farther  from  the  project  site,  as 
vehicles  would  disperse  among  the  available  streets  as  they  travel  away  from  the  site. 

-■^     The  25U  Nchiclc  trips  rcprcscnl  365  person-trips  by  vehicle;  the  number  of \eliicle  trips  is  less  than  the  number  of  person 
trips  by  vehicle  because  some  person  trips  arc  made  in  vehicles  carrying  more  than  one  person. 

Travel  demand  lor  the  proposed  project  was  calculated  on  the  basis  of  trip  generation  rates,  and  p.m.  peak-hour  percentage 
of  daily  traffic,  for  Office  and  Retail  uses  presented  in  the  San  Francisco  Planning  Department.  Gukk'lwes  for 
Enviroiimi'iikil  Review:  Tninsporlalion  Impacls  (Appendices  1  and  2). 

Traffic  operations  are  ciiaractcri/ed  using  a  p.m.  peak-hour  level  of  service  (LOS)  analysis,  w  hich  prov  ides  a  standardized 
means  of  rating  an  intersection's  operating  characteristics  on  the  basis  of  traffic  v  olumes,  intersection  capacity  and  delays. 
LOS  A  represents  free-fiovv  conditions,  vv  ith  little  or  no  delay,  while  LOS  H  represents  congested  conditions,  with  extremely 
long  delays;  LOS  I)  (moderately  high  delays)  is  considered  the  lowest  acceptable  level  in  San  Francisco. 


Case  No.  2006.1106E 


80 

206337 


222  Second  Street 


IV.  ENVIRONMENTAL  SETTING,  IMPACTS.  AND  MITIGATION  MEASURES 

E.  TRANSPORTATION 


TABLE  2 

PM  PEAK-HOUR  INTERSECTION  LEVELS  OF  SERVICE  (LOS) 
AND  AVERAGE  STOPPED  DELAY  IN  SECONDS  PER  VEHICLE^ 


Existing 
(2007) 

Existing  + 
Project 

Cumulative 
(2025) 

Project 

Intersection 

LOS^ 

Delay'^ 

LOS 

Delay'^ 

LOS'^ 

Delay'^ 

Contribution'^ 

1 .  Mission  Street  /  Third  Street 

D 

38.0 
(v/c  =  0.74) 

D 

42.9 
(v/c  =  0.761 

F 

>80 
(v/c  =1.24) 

2.3% 

2.  Howard  Street  /  Third  Street 

B 

19.2 
(v/c^0.70) 

C 

20.0 
(v/c  =  0. 72) 

F 

>80 

(v/c  =  0.98) 

5.2% 

^  HnwarH  St  /  Npw  Mnntnnmprv  St 

\J .    1  lU  well  \J   \JL  1    I^CVV    IVIV^II  LUV,/|  1           y  \Jl, 

D 

36.8 
(v/c  =  0.92) 

D 

36.8 
(v/c  =  0.93) 

F 

>80 
(v/c  =  1.23) 

6.5% 

4  Hfiwfirri  Strppt  /  Sprnnri  Strppt 

c 

25.1 
(v/c  =  0.92) 

D 

51.8 
(v/c  =1.08) 



F 

>80 
(v/c  =  2.17) 

4.1% 

5.  Howard  Street  /  First  Street 

c 

26.2 
(v/c  =  1.00) 

C 

26.3 
(v/c  =1.00) 

F 

>80 
(v/c=  1.79) 

0.5% 

6.  Howard  Street  /  Fremont  Street 

c 

20.2 
(v/c  =  0.71) 

c 

20.3 
(v/c  =  0.71) 

F 

>80 
(v/c=  1.16) 

0.6% 

7.  Folsom  St.  /  Hawtiiorne  St. 

D 

47.7 
(v/c  =  0.86) 

D 

47.7 
(v/c  =  0.86) 

E 

76.6 
(v/c  =1.09) 

1.1% 

8.  Folsom  Street  /  Second  Street 

D 

36.8 
(v/c  =  0.99) 

E 

60.5 
(v/c  =  1.08) 

F 

>80 
(v/c  =  2.13) 

7.4% 

9.  Harrison  Street/  Fourth  Street 

E 

62.0 
(v/c  =  0.98) 

E 

68.1 
(v/c  =  0.99) 

F 

>80 
(v/c  =  1.25) 

2.7% 

10.  Harrison  Street  /  Second  Street 

E 

55.7 
(v/c  =  1.29) 

E 

64.2 
(v/c  =  1.47) 

F 

>80 
(v/c  =  4.10) 

5.1% 

1 1 .  Harrison  Street  /  First  Street 

F 

>80 
(v/c  =  1.51) 

F 

>80 
(v/c=  1.58) 

F 

>80 
(v/c  =  2.32) 

2.7% 

12.  Second  Street  /  Tehama  Street 
(side-street  stop-controlled) 

D 

28.7 

F 

>50 

F 

>50 

N/A 

^  Levels  of  service  (LOS)  were  determined  using  the  analysis  methodologies  presented  in  the  2000  Highway  Capacity  Manual. 

^  Cumulative  volumes  were  derived  on  the  basis  of  information  about  traffic  growth  patterns,  which  used  the  San  Francisco  County  Transportation 
Authority  countywide  travel  demand  forecasting  model,  taking  into  account  the  development  anticipated  in  the  vicinity  of  222  Second  Street,  plus  the 
expected  growth  in  housing  and  employment  for  the  remainder  of  San  Francisco  and  the  nine-county  Bay  Area. 

Project's  percent  contribution  to  the  2007-to-2025  growth  in  cumulative  traffic  volumes  at  intersections  projected  to  operate  at  LOS  E  or  F.  Bold 
typeface  signifies  a  cumulatively  considerable  contribution  to  LOS  F  conditions  (a  significant  impact),  based  on  the  project's  contribution  to  the 
intersection's  critical  turning  movements;  that  is,  whether  the  project  would  add  a  substantial  number  of  vehicles  to  these  movements  (see  page  83 
for  further  discussion  of  the  method  for  determining  impact  significance). 

The  LOS  and  delay  for  signalized  intersections  represent  conditions  for  the  overall  intersection.  The  LOS  and  delay  for  side-street  stop-controlled 
unsignalized  intersections  represent  conditions  for  the  worst  (most  congested)  movements  (typically  left  turns  from  the  side  street  onto  the  mam 
street).  For  an  intersection  operating  at  LOS  E  or  F  under  any  analyzed  scenario,  the  volume-to-capacity  ratio  (v/c)  is  presented  to  provide  another 
measure  of  how  the  intersection  is  operating. 

Bold  typeface  indicates  a  significant  project  or  cumulatively  impact. 
SOURCES:  Environmental  Science  Associates  and  AECOM 
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With  the  addition  of  project  traffic,-^  operating  conditions  at  the  Folsoin/Second  Streets  intersection 
would  degrade  from  LOS  D  to  an  unacceptable  LOS  E,  which  would  constitute  a  significant  project 
impact.  Also,  while  the  Harrison/Second  Streets  intersection  would  remain  at  the  same  unacceptable 
LOS  E,  because  project  traffic  would  constitute  about  16  percent  of  the  southbound  left  turn  volume 
(which  would  operate  with  unacceptable  LOS  F  conditions),  the  increased  delay  at  this  intersection  would 
constitute  a  significant  project  traffic  impact.  At  the  unsignalized  study  intersection  of  Second/Tehama 
Streets,  the  addition  of  project-generated  traffic  would  cause  side-street  left  turns  to  degrade  to 
unacceptable  LOS  (castbound  Tehama  left  turns  from  LOS  C  to  LOS  F,  and  westbound  Tehama  left  turns 
from  LOS  D  to  LOS  E),  which  would  constitute  a  significant  project  traffic  impact. Traffic  conditions 
would  satisfy  the  Peak  Hour  Signal  Warrant  for  the  Second/Tehama  intersection.  Conditions  would  also 
worsen  from  existing  conditions  at  two  other  study  intersections  (Howard/Third  Streets  and 
Howard/Second  Streets),  but  would  remain  at  an  acceptable  LOS  D  or  better  in  each  case,  and  therefore 
project  traffic  would  not  result  in  a  significant  impact  at  these  two  intersections. 

Implementation  of  Mitigation  Measures  M-TR-la,  p.  89,  and  M-TR-lb,  p.  89,  would  reduce  project 
impacts  to  a  less-than-significant  level  at  the  intersections  of  Second  and  Tehama  Streets  and  Folsom  and 
Second  Streets.  However,  no  mitigation  is  available  for  the  impacts  at  the  intersection  of  Second  and 
Harrison  Streets,  and  this  impact  would  be  significant  and  unavoidable. 


Cumulative  Traffic  Impacts 

Impact  TR-2:  Traffic  generated  by  the  proposed  project,  in  conjunction  with  past,  present,  and 
reasonably  foreseeable  future  projects  would  further  degrade  level  of  service  at  certain  local 
intersections.  (Significant  and  Unavoidable) 

Cumulative  traffic  impacts  were  assessed  by  adding  projected  traffic  increases  from  anticipated  future 
local  and  development  (including  projects  proposed  within  the  Transit  Center  Plan  study  area)  to  future 
baseline  volumes  derived  from  the  San  Francisco  County  Transportation  Authority  countywide  travel 
demand  forecasting  model. Due  to  the  substantial  increase  in  development  anticipated  for  the  South  of 
Market  area  by  2025,  all  12  study  intersections  would  operate  at  unacceptable  LOS  E  or  F  under  2025 
cumulative  conditions  (as  compared  to  three  intersections  operating  at  LOS  E  or  F  under  Existing 
conditions). 


Analysis  of  project  elTecls  conservatively  assumed  that  all  project-generated  vehicular  traffic  would  use  parking  spaces 
provided  in  the  on-site  garage.  Additionally,  while  vehicles  currently  parking  in  the  on-site  parking  lot  (to  be  eliminated) 
would  be  redistributed  to  other  parking  facilities  in  the  area,  those  vehicles  were  conservatively  assumed  to  continue  to 
travel  through  the  study  intersections. 

Currently  most  drivers  leaving  the  project  site's  surface  parking  lot  exit  onto  Howard  Street,  and  nearly  all  who  exit  via 
Tehama  turn  right  onto  Second  Street  (only  about  5  percent  of  exiting  traffic  turns  left  onto  northbound  Second  Street).  Left 
turns  from  Tehama  onto  Second  are  potentially  dangerous  (near  collisions  were  observed)  mainly  because  sight  distance  is 
restricted  by  parked  vehicles  and  by  buses  at  the  bus  stop  just  north  of  Tehama  Street. 

The  cumulative  analysis  was  prepared  in  advance  of  the  more  recent  Transportation  Authority  modeling  efforts  undertaken 
in  connection  with  the  proposed  Transit  Center  Plan  and  EIR.  Howe\  er.  a  list  of  reasonably  foreseeable  developments  in  the 
Transit  Center  Plan  area  was  developed  thai  is  comparable  to  growth  anticipated  under  the  Transit  Center  Plan  and  provides 
a  reasonable  projection  of  cumulativ  e  conditions  in  2025. 
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To  assess  the  effect  of  added  traffic  generated  by  the  project  on  the  above-described  LOS  E  or  F 
cumulative  2025  conditions,  the  percent  contribution  of  project  trips  to  future  volumes  was  determined 
and,  for  intersections  where  the  project  contribution  to  cumulative  growth  would  be  5  percent  or  greater, 
the  project  contribution  to  the  traffic  volumes  at  the  critical  movements  are  evaluated  further  to  determine 
whether  the  project  contribution  to  a  critical  movement  would  be  substantial.  As  shown  in  Table  2,  in 
addition  to  the  project-specific  significant  traffic  impact  at  the  Folsom/Second,  Harrison/Second,  and 
Second/Tehama  intersections  for  Existing  Plus  Project  conditions,  the  project's  share  of  future  traffic 
growth  at  the  intersections  of  Howard/Third  Streets,  Howard/New  Montgomery  Streets,  Folsom/Sccond 
Streets,  and  Harrison/Second  Streets  would  constitute  a  cumulatively  considerable  traffic  contribution  to 
adverse  2025  cumulative  traffic  conditions,  and  would  be  considered  a  significant  impact.  That 
determination  was  reached  based  on  the  examination  of  the  traffic  volumes  for  the  vehicle  movements 
that  determine  the  overall  level  of  service  performance  at  the  intersections  projected  to  operate  at  LOS  E 
or  F  under  2025  cumulative  conditions.  The  project  would  add  substantial  numbers  of  vehicles  to  turning 
movements  that  determine  the  overall  LOS  F  performance  (i.e.,  "critical"  movements)  at  these  four 
intersections. 

The  project's  traffic  contribution  to  adverse  cumulative  traffic  conditions  at  the  other  seven  signalized 
intersections  projected  to  operate  at  LOS  E  or  F  would  be  considered  less  than  significant.  That  was  also 
determined  based  on  the  examination  of  the  traffic  volumes  for  the  traffic  movements  that  determine 
overall  level  of  service  performance  at  the  intersections  of  Mission/Third,  Howard/Second,  Howard/First, 
Howard/Fremont,  Folsom/Hawthome,  Harrison/Fourth,  and  Harrison/First.  In  these  case,  the  project 
would  either  add  traffic  to  movements  that  would  continue  to  operate  satisfactorily,  or  would  add  a  small 
number  of  vehicles  to  intersection  movements  that  would  operate  poorly  under  cumulative  conditions. 

It  is  noted  that  the  Transbay  Terminal  /  Rincon  Hill  areas  of  the  City  have  been,  and  currently  arc  being 
(as  part  of  the  proposed  Transit  Center  Plan  analysis),  studied  for  possible  development  scenarios,  and 
associated  road  network  configurations  to  best  support  that  development  (including  possible  conversion 
of  portions  of  Folsom  and  Howard  Streets  from  one-way  to  two-way  configuration).  The  effect  of 
possible  reconfiguration  of  roads  on  traffic  flow  in  the  project  area  has  not  been  quantified,  but  in  general, 
two-way  streets  have  a  lower  carrying  capacity  than  one-way  streets  (with  resulting  worse  LOS  at 
intersections).  However,  some  travel  paths  (including  those  between  the  project  garage  and  trip  origins 
and/or  destinations)  could  be  less  circuitous  with  two-way  streets  than  with  one-way  streets.  Until  road 
network  changes  are  formally  proposed,  their  effect  on  impacts  described  herein  for  the  222  Second  Street 
project  is  considered  speculative.  Nevertheless,  it  can  be  stated  with  a  high  degree  of  certainty  that  the 
proposed  222  Second  Street  project  would  not  result  in  such  a  substantial  contribution  to  traffic 
congestion  that  it  would  make  a  considerable  contribution  to  potential  cumulative  impacts  at  intersections 
other  than  those  noted  above,  regardless  of  potential  future  changes  in  the  street  network.  Therefore,  the 
project  would  not  result  in  a  significant  impact  with  respect  to  network  changes  that  might  be  proposed  as 
part  of  the  proposed  Transit  Center  District  Plan  or  other  such  planning  efforts. 

As  with  existing-plus-project  conditions,  traffic  from  the  222  Second  Street  project  and  from  other 
projects  considered  in  the  cumulative  analysis  would  affect  intersections  other  than  those  included  in  the 
project-specific  analysis  for  222  Second  Street.  Traffic  destined  for  the  Bay  Bridge  and  for  other  freeway 


Case  No.  2006.1 106E 


83 

206337 


222  Second  Street 


IV.  ENVIRONMENTAL  SETTING,  IMPACTS,  AND  MITIGATION  MEASURES 


E.  TRANSPORTATION 


on-ramps  in  or  near  the  Transbay  Study  Area  would  continue  to  experience  congestion  in  the  p.m.  peak 
hour,  and  the  project  would  contribute  incrementally  to  increased  delays  at  some  of  these  intersections. 
As  with  existing-plus-project  conditions,  however,  project  traffic  would  have  less  impact  on  intersections 
farther  from  the  project  site  as  vehicles  bound  for  different  destinations  disperse. 

Projected  congestion  levels  could  be  somewhat  less  if  measures  to  enhance  transit  service  and  encourage 
the  use  of  alternate  means  of  transportation  are  successful.  Similarly,  congestion  levels  in  the  area  could 
be  somewhat  greater  if  the  capacity  of  street  segments  is  reduced  or  if  the  rate  at  which  vehicles  can  enter 
the  freeway  is  reduced. 

No  mitigation  is  available  for  the  above-described  significant  impacts  beyond  Measures  M-TR-la  and 
M-TR-lb.  discussed  above.  However,  those  measures  would  not  reduce  the  cumulative  impacts  to  a  less- 
than-significant  level  at  the  intersections  of  Howard  and  Third  Streets,  Howard  and  New  Montgomery 
Streets,  Folsom  and  Second  Streets,  and  Harrison  and  Second  Streets. 


Transit 

Impact  TR-3:  Transit  ridership  generated  by  the  proposed  project  would  not  result  in  unacceptable 
levels  of  transit  service,  or  cause  a  substantial  increase  in  delays  or  operating  costs.  (Less  than 
Significant) 

The  project  would  generate  approximately  510  net  new  p.m.  peak -hour  transit  trips.  Of  these  trips,  about 
300  would  be  on  Muni,  and  would  be  dispersed  over  the  17  Muni  routes  (local  and  express  buses, 
streetcar  and  Metro  trains)  that  serve  the  project  area.  Project  transit  ridership  would  incrementally 
increase  p.m.  peak-period  capacity  utilization-^*^  on  the  four  Muni  screenlines  (which  are  imaginary  cordon 
lines  drawn  around  the  greater  downtown  area  for  puiposes  of  analyzing  Muni  ridership  by  corridor).  All 
Muni  screenlines  currently  operate  better  than  Muni's  service  standard  of  85  percent  capacity 
utilization, ^0  although  the  Metro  corridors  (Southwest  screenline),  and  Other  Lines  (Southeast  screenline) 
currently  exceed  the  standard.  However,  the  increase  in  ridership  due  to  the  project  would  be  no  more 
than  1  percentage  point  on  any  corridor,  and  would  not  be  significant,  inasmuch  as  the  increased  ridership 
would  be  dispersed  over  dozens  of  Muni  vehicles  and  would  not  result  in  exceedances  of  Muni  capacity. 
The  project  would  be  subject  to  the  Transit  Impact  Development  Fee,  which  is  a  one-time  fee  assessed 
against  downtown  office  projects  to  offset  increased  capital  costs  to  Muni  to  provide  additional  capacity 
to  serve  the  increased  demand  from  new  development. 

Project  ridership  on  regional  carriers  would  total  about  200  (some  riders  would  also  take  Muni),  with 
about  40  percent  traveling  to  the  East  Bay  on  BART,  and  another  20  percent  on  AC  Transit;  most  of  the 
rest  would  travel  to  the  Peninsula  on  BART.\  Project  transit  trips  would  increase  East  Bay  BART  and  AC 
Transit  p.m.  peak-period  capacity  utilization  by  less  than  1  percentage  point,  and  would  not  measurably 

Capacity  . utilization  is  the  aggregate  number  of  passengers  divided  by  the  aggregate  design  capacity  of  the  transit  vehicles, 
and  may  include  \  arm  ing  numbers  of  standees,  depending  on  the  transit  carrier. 
''^    Muni's  service  standard  is  based  on  dilTcring  capacities  of  its  lleet's  various  sizes  of  buses  and  rail  vehicles. 
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affect  capacity  utilization  on  Golden  Gate  Transit,  SamTrans,  Caltrain,  or  Peninsula  BART  service.  None 
of  the  regional  earners'  capacity  utilization  standards  would  be  exceeded  with  project  transit  trips. 

By  2025,  ridership  levels  on  Muni  lines  is  projected  to  generally  grow  faster  than  increases  in  capacity, 
and  overall  p.m.  peak-hour  ridership  across  three  of  the  four  screenlines,  as  a  percentage  of  overall 
capacity,  would  increase  from  existing  conditions  (the  southeast  screenline  being  the  exception). 
However,  total  capacities  at  the  screenlines  are  expected  to  increase  enough  so  that  aggregate  capacity 
utilizations  would  be  better  than  the  85-percent  standard  across  all  screenlines,  with  the  highest  utilization 
being  the  southwest  screenline  (83  percent).  The  capacity  utilization  for  two  subcorridors  would  exceed 
the  85-percent  standard  under  cumulative  conditions.  The  Third  Street  Corridor  (southeast  screenline) 
would  be  the  most  crowded,  at  95  percent  (with  222  Second  Street  project  contribution  of  about 
0.6  percent  to  cumulative  conditions),  and  the  Metro  Lines  (southwest  screenline)  would  have  a  capacity 
utilization  of  87  percent  (with  project  contribution  of  about  0.9  percent  to  cumulative  conditions). 

Similarly,  by  2025,  ridership  levels  on  regional  transit  lines  are  generally  projected  to  increase  faster  than 
increases  in  capacity  (the  exception  being  BART  to  the  East  Bay,  where  capacity  is  expected  to  increase 
due  to  increased  train  lengths  and  higher  frequencies).  The  biggest  increase  in  ridership  would  occur  at 
the  North  Bay  screenline.  Each  regional  transit  operator  would  continue  to  operate  at  better  than  their  load 
factor  standard.  Trips  generated  by  the  222  Second  Street  project,  however,  would  represent  no  more  than 
a  1  percent  contribution  to  cumulative  conditions. 

Because  of  the  relatively  limited  effect  of  the  project  in  the  context  of  long-range  cumulative  growth,  the 
project  contribution  would  not  be  "considerable."  Therefore,  the  project  would  not  have  a  significant 
impact  on  transit  services  and  capacity,  and  no  mitigation  is  required. 

Parking 

The  proposed  project  is  in  the  C-3-0  (Downtown  Office)  zoning  district,  in  which  off-street  parking  is  not 
required  for  commercial  uses,  and  is  permitted  for  up  to  7  percent  of  gross  floor  area.  The  project  parking 
garage  would  accommodate  up  to  about  54  parking  spaces  (capacity  for  about  80  vehicles  through  the  use 
of  valet  parking  operations).  The  project  would  not  exceed  7  percent  of  gross  floor  area  devoted  to 
parking,  and  would  thereby  comply  with  Planning  Code  Section  151.1. 

The  project  would  create  long-term  parking  demand  for  about  440  parking  spaces,  and  short-term  parking 
demand  for  about  122  equivalent  daily  spaces,  for  a  total  parking  demand  of  about  562  daily  spaces.  The 
project  would  eliminate  70  existing  parking  stalls  (an  approximate  125-vehicle  capacity  with  valet 
parking)  available  to  the  general  public  on  the  project  site,  resulting  in  a  total  unmet  demand  of  about 
610  equivalent  daily  spaces,  when  accounting  for  the  proposed  80-vehicle  capacity.  Drivers  who  currently 
park  in  the  on-site  lot  would  have  to  find  other  lots  and  garages  in  the  vicinity,  which  would  increase  the 
average  weekday  mid-afternoon  occupancy  in  off-street  parking  garages  within  the  project  area  ft"om  the 
existing  84  percent  to  about  98  percent,  assuming  no  change  in  travel  modal  splits  and  no  use  of  on-street 


Golden  Gate  Transit,  AC  Transit  and  Caltrain  have  a  passenger-per-seat  standard  of  100  percent.  BART  has  a  peak-hour 
passenger-per-seat  standard  of  135  percent. 
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parking  spaces.  Cumulative  development  would  result  in  a  further  decrease  in  the  parking  supply  in  the 
project  vicinity:  development  of  the  new  Transit  Center,  in  particular,  would  displace  several  hundred 
parking  space,  including  260  spaces  in  the  existing  terminal  and  as  approximately  many  valet-operated 
spaces  on  surface  lots  outside  the  terminal.  Additional  spaces  would  be  eliminated  by  development 
anticipated  on  surface  lots  on  Howard,  Tehama,  and  Folsom  Streets.  Additional  spaces  have  already  been 
displaced  on  Main  Street  for  construction  of  a  temporary  transit  tenninal  to  accommodate  bus  operations 
w  hen  the  Transbay  Temiinal  is  demolished,  likely  in  2010. 

As  noted  above  in  the  discussion  of  Significance  Criteria,  parking  deficits  are  considered  to  be  social 
effects,  rather  than  physical  impacts  on  the  environment  as  defined  by  CEQA.  Therefore,  parking  effects 
would  not  be  significant. 

Loading 

Under  Planning  Code  Section  152.1,  the  project  would  be  required  to  provide  four  off-street  (standard 
truck)  freight  loading  spaces. The  Planning  Code  allows  the  substitution  of  two  service  van  spaces  for 
each  full-size  loading  space,  provided  that  at  least  one-half  of  the  required  number  of  spaces  are  provided 
for  trucks  (ignoring  any  resulting  fraction).  Application  of  that  substitution  foraiula  for  the  project  would 
yield  a  requirement  for  two  truck  spaces  and  four  van  spaces.  The  project  would  provide  two  Planning 
Coi/e-complying  standard-truck  loading  spaces  at-grade  in  the  loading  dock  off  Tehama  Street,  and  four 
service  vehicle  spaces  (one  in  the  loading  dock  and  three  on  the  first  parking  level  below  grade),  which 
would  meet  the  Planning  Code  requirement. 

The  project  would  generate  a  total  of  about  1 1 1  service  vehicle  stops  per  day.^^  Calculated  average  hourly 
loading  demand  would  be  about  five  spaces,  and  peak  demand  would  be  about  six  spaces.  The  project's 
two  off-street  truck  loading  spaces  and  four  off-street  van  spaces  would  meet  the  average  and  peak 
demand. 

Impact  TR-4:  Operation  of  the  proposed  project's  off-street  loading  area  would  disrupt  traffic  flow 
on  Tehama  Street.  (Significant  but  Mitigable) 

Considering  the  width  of  Tehama  Street,  and  the  size  of  vehicles  likely  to  make  deliveries  to  the  site, 
vehicles  would  be  able  to  back  into  the  loading  dock,  though  with  temporary  impedance  of  traffic  flow  on 
Tehama  Street,  which  would  cause  tcmporaiy  disruption  of  traffic  fiow  (e.g.,  vehicles  traveling  to  and 
from  the  55  Hawthorne  Street  parking  garage  at  the  end  of  Tehama  Street).  The  effect  on  Tehama  Street 
traffic  flow  during  peak  traffic  periods  would  be  noticeable  (although  generally  limited  to  vehicles  using 
Tehama  Street  to  access  parking  in  the  proposed  project  and  the  55  Hawthorne  Street  parking  garage). 
During  other  hours,  because  traffic  volume  on  Tehama  Street  would  not  be  heavy,  the  effect  of  those 
short-term  delays  would  be  expected  to  be  min,imal.  However,  this  impact  could  be  avoided  if  the  project 


City  and  (.  ounty  of  San  Francisco,  Phinning  Cock'.  Table  152.1:  OtT-Street  Freight  Loading  Spaces  Required  (in  C-3  and 
South  of  Market  Districts).  OtTice  buildings  arc  required  to  provide  0.1  spaces  per  10,000  sq.  ft.  of  gross  floor  area  (to 
closest  whole  number):  the  project  would  have  about  430,650  sq.  ft  of  gross  ftoor  area  for  office  use,  not  counting  areas 
excluded  from  gross  floor  area  as  defined  in  Planning  Cock'  Sec.  102.9(b). 
Based  on  Planning  Department  Gtiiik'lines  for  Envimnmentcil  Review:  Tninsportaticvi  Impacts. 
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sponsor  were  to  request  that  the  San  Francisco  Municipal  Transportation  Agency  prohibit  parking  on  the 
north  side  of  Tehama  Street  to  facilitate  vehicle  movements  into  and  out  of  the  loading/service  area,  and 
reduce  the  amount  and  duration  of  temporary  disruption  of  traffic  flow  (see  Mitigation  Measure  M-TR-4, 
p.  90).  If  a  driver  of  a  loading/service  vehicle  were  to  choose  to  not  use  the  building's  loading  spaces 
(e.g.,  courier  delivery  vehicles),  then  the  loading/service  vehicle  would  need  to  be  accommodated  through 
use  of  metered  parking  spaces  on  Howard  Street  or  Second  Street,  or  through  double  parking  in  the 
curbside  travel  lane  on  Howard  Street  or  Second  Street,  affecting  traffic  flow  (particularly  Muni  service 
on  Second  Street).  The  effect  of  double-parking  on  traffic  flow  during  peak  traffic  periods  would  be 
substantial,  and  direction  /  encouragement  to  use  the  off-street  loading  spaces  (accomplished  by  signage 
or  other  measures)  would  serve  to  lessen  the  incidence  of  double-parking.  Traffic  enforcement  would  also 
limit  double-parking. 

Demolition  of  the  loading  dock  at  63 1  Howard  Street  would  eliminate  one  of  the  three  loading  spaces 
currently  provided  for  this  five-story  office/retail  building  (two  spaces  are  provided  at  the  rear  of  the  main 
portion  of  the  building).  The  63 1  Howard  Street  building  has  ground-floor  space  that  is  currently  vacant, 
and  the  building  therefore  has  surplus  loading  capacity.  If  this  vacant  space  were  occupied  by  retail 
use(s),  the  number  of  post-demolition  off-street  loading  spaces  would  accommodate  the  building's 
loading  demand.  However,  if  the  ground  floor  at  63 1  Howard  were  occupied  by  restaurant  space,  the 
hourly  loading  demand  would  exceed  the  both  the  existing  and  future  loading  capacity  spaces  and  would 
increase  the  unmet  demand  by  one  space.  The  added  one-space  unmet  demand  would  need  to  be 
accommodated  through  use  of  metered  parking  spaces  in  proximity  to  the  main  entrance  to  the 
63 1  Howard  building  or  could  force  trucks  to  wait  for  a  loading  space  or  to  double-park  on  Howard  or 
Second  streets,  with  potential  impacts  as  noted  above. 

Implementation  of  Mitigation  Measure  M-TR-4  would  encourage  the  use  of  the  project  loading  dock  by 
improving  truck  access  to  the  dock,  thereby  avoiding  the  need  for  double-parking  on  Second  or  Howard 
Street,  and  could  also  allow  room  for  vehicles  waiting  for  access  to  the  63 1  Howard  Street  loading  dock. 
This  measure  thus  would  reduce  this  impact  to  a  less-than-significant  level. 


Pedestrian  and  Bicycle  Conditions 

Impact  TR-5:  The  proposed  project  would  not  would  result  in  overcrowding  on  public  sidewalks, 
create  potentially  hazardous  conditions  for  pedestrians,  or  otherwise  interfere  with  pedestrian 
accessibility  to  the  site  and  adjoining  areas,  nor  would  it  create  potentially  hazardous  conditions  for 
bicyclists  or  otherwise  substantially  interfere  with  bicycle  accessibility  to  the  site  and  adjoining 
areas.  (Less  than  Significant) 

The  main  pedestrian  entrance  to  the  building  lobby  would  be  at  the  center  of  the  Second  Street  frontage, 
with  additional  entrances  along  Howard  Street  and  Tehama  Street.  Based  on  field  observations,  the 
volume  of  pedestrians  on  area  sidewalks  is  moderate  throughout  the  day,  and  the  quality  of  peak 
pedestrian  flows  is  no  worse  than  "unimpeded",  indicating  generally  normal  walking  speeds,  and  the 
fi-eedom  to  bypass  other  pedestrians.  Based  on  the  likely  dispersion  of  project-generated  pedestrian 
activity  among  the  walkways  to  transit  stops/stations  and  commercial  establishments,  conditions  on  the 
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sidewalks  and  crosswalks  in  the  project  area  would  be  expected  to  remain  similar  to  existing  conditions 
(i.e.,  unimpeded)  with  the  project. 

There  are  designated  Citywide  Bicycle  Routes  in  the  project  vicinity  (on  Market,  Sutter,  Post,  Second, 
Howard,  and  Folsom  Streets).  Bicyclists  were  observed  on  other  streets,  not  so  designated,  in  the  project 
area,  although  the  number  of  bicyclists  was  not  high.  The  project  would  provide  46  bicycle  parking 
spaces  on  the  upper  parking  garage  level,  along  with  of  8  showers  and  30  lockers,  meeting  the 
requirements  of  Planning  Code  Sections  155.4  and  155.3.  The  project  would  not  be  expected  to  generate 
a  noticeable  increase  in  bicycles  in  the  area,  nor  would  it  be  expected  to  noticeably  affect  existing  bicycle 
conditions  in  the  area. 

As  described  below,  project  construction  would  require  closure  of  the  Second  Street  sidewalk  for 
approximately  nine  months  and  use  of  the  curb  (parking)  lane  for  a  covered  pedestrian  walkway,  which 
would  affect  use  of  the  proposed  southbound  bicycle  lane  on  Second  Street  (temporarily  downgraded  to  a 
Class  III  bicycle  facility,  meaning  bicyclists  and  motorists  share  the  roadway  width),  should  the  Second 
Street  bicycle  improvements  proposed  in  the  Bicycle  Plan  be  implemented  prior  to  project  construction. 
However,  this  impact,  should  it  occur,  would  be  temporary  and  would  not  represent  a  change  from 
currently  existing  conditions.  Therefore,  the  impact  would  be  less  than  significant. 

Temporarily  increased  congestion  and/or  interruption  of  pedestrian  and  bicycle  access  and  routes  could  be 
expected  as  a  result  of  constinction  of  the  planned  new  Transit  Center,  which  would  replace  the  Transbay 
Temiinal.  Likewise,  other  development  in  the  proposed  Transit  Center  District  Plan  area  would  result  in 
similar  disruptions.  However,  inasmuch  as  the  proposed  222  Second  Street  project  would  be  located  to 
the  southwest  of  the  great  majority  of  these  cumulative  construction  activities,  the  project  would  not  be 
expected  to  make  a  considerable  contribution  to  any  impacts  related  to  pedestrian  or  bicycle  circulation, 
because  access  to  and  from  the  project  site  could  avoid  most  other  construction  sites.  Therefore,  no 
significant  impact  would  ensue. 

Because  impacts  to  pedestrians  and  bicyclists  would  be  less  than  significant,  no  mitigation  is  required. 
Construction  Impacts 

During  the  projected  21 -month  construction  period,  temporary  and  intermittent  traffic  and  transit  impacts 
would  result  from  truck  movements  to  and  from  the  project  site.  It  is  expected  that  staging  would  be 
achieved  by  having  scheduled  deliveries  due  to  the  lack  of  onsite  storage  area;  the  majority  of  the  job 
would  be  staged  from  Second  and  Tehama  Streets,  in  a  manner  consistent  with  traffic  management 
strategies  established  in  consultation  with  City  staff.  Truck  movements  during  periods  of  peak  traffic  flow 
would  have  greater  potential  to  create  conflicts  than  during  non-peak  hours  because  of  the  greater 
numbers  of  vehicles  on  the  streets  during  the  p^ak  hour  that  would  have  to  maneuver  around  queued 
trucks.  The  sponsor  would  restrict  project-related  truck  traffic  to  the  hours  of  9:00  a.m.  to  3:30  p.m.,  or 
other  hours  if  approved  by  the  Department  of  Parking  and  Traffic  (DPT),  which  would  avoid  such  peak- 
period  effects.  The  project  sponsor  has  agreed  to  meet  with  Mimi,  DPT,  and  other  responsible  city 
agencies  and  other  project  construction  managers  in  the  area  to  determine  feasible  traffic  management  and 
mitigation  measures  to  reduce  traffic  congestion  during  construction  of  this  project  and  other  nearby 
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projects.  To  minimize  cumulative  traffic  impacts  due  to  lane  closures  during  construction,  the  project 
sponsor  would  coordinate  with  construction  contractors  for  any  concurrent  nearby  projects  that  are 
planned  for  construction  or  which  later  become  known.  The  sidewalks  on  Howard,  Second  and  Tehama 
Streets  would  be  closed  during  portions  of  the  project  construction,  but  a  protected  pedestrian  walkway 
would  be  provided  in  the  curb  lane  on  Howard  and  Second  Streets,  subject  to  the  granting  of  a  Street 
Space  Permit  from  the  Bureau  of  Street  Use  and  Mapping  of  the  Department  of  Public  Works,  and  a 
Special  Traffic  Permit  from  the  Department  of  Parking  and  Traffic  would  be  required  to  utilize  public 
street  space  during  project  construction;  this  permit  would  consider  effects  on  traffic  and  parking, 
including  bicycle  circulation,  and  MTA  could  implement  additional  signage  and  other  measures  to  ensure 
bicycle  safety  during  construction.  Parking  of  construction  workers'  vehicles  would  temporarily  increase 
occupancy  levels  in  off-street  parking  lots,  either  by  those  vehicles  or  by  vehicles  currently  parking  in 
on-street  spaces  that  would  be  displaced  by  construction  workers'  vehicles.  Construction  impacts  would 
be  temporary,  and  would  not  be  significant.  As  noted  above  in  the  context  of  pedestrian  and  bicycle 
circulation,  the  proposed  project's  location  at  the  edge  of  the  proposed  Transit  Center  District  Plan  area 
would  substantially  reduce  any  contribution  that  project  construction  might  make  to  areawide 
construction  impacts,  and  would  mean  that  the  project  would  not  result  in  a  significant  impact  related  to 
cumulative  construction  activities.  Based  on  the  above,  no  mitigation  is  required  for  construction  impacts. 

Mitigation  and  Improvement  IVieasures 

M-TR-la        Second  and  Tehama  Streets:  At  the  unsignalized  intersection  of  Second  and  Tehama 
Streets,  the  Parking  and  Traffic  Division  of  the  San  Francisco  Municipal  Transportation 
Agency  would  prohibit  left  turns  from  Tehama  Street  onto  Second  Street  using 
appropriate  traffic  control  devices  (e.g.,  regulatory  signs).  Implementation  of  this 
mitigation  measure  would  improve  the  levels  of  service  on  both  Tehama  Street 
approaches  to  an  acceptable  LOS  D  or  better.  Because  this  measure  is  required  to 
mitigate  a  project  impact,  implementation  of  the  measure  would  be  the  financial 
responsibihty  of  the  project  sponsor. 

M-TR-lb        Folsom  and  Second  Streets:  At  the  signalized  intersection  of  Folsom  and  Second 

Streets,  the  Parking  and  Traffic  Division  of  the  San  Francisco  Municipal  Transportation 
Agency  would  modify  the  signal  timing  to  provide  more  time  for  traffic  on  southbound 
Second  Street.  Evaluation  of  possible  signal  timing  modifications  indicates  that  shifting 
two  seconds  of  Green  from  eastbound  Folsom  Street  to  southbound  Second  Street  would 
improve  the  p.m.  peak-hour  level  of  service  to  an  acceptable  LOS  D.  Because  this 
measure  is  required  to  mitigate  a  project  impact,  implementation  of  the  measure  would  be 
the  financial  responsibility  of  the  project  sponsor. 

Significance  after  Mitigation:  Significant  and  Unavoidable  at  the  intersection  of  Second/Harrison 
Streets;  Less  than  Significant  at  the  intersections  of  Second/Tehama  Streets  and  Folsom^Second  Streets. 

Mitigation  Measure  TR-la  (left-turn  controls  and/or  physical  prohibition  on  left  turns)  would  reduce  the 
project's  impact  at  the  Second/Tehama  Streets  intersection  to  a  less-than-significant  level.  Mitigation 
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Measure  TR-lb  (signal  retiming)  would  reduce  the  project's  impact  at  the  Second  and  Folsom  Streets 
intersection  to  a  less-than-significant  level.  No  feasible  mitigation  is  available  for  the  project's  impact  at 
Second/Harrison  Streets. 

M-TR-2:         No  feasible  mitigation  is  available  for  the  cumulative  impacts  at  the  intersections  of 

Howard/Third  Streets,  Howard/New  Montgomery  Streets,  Folsom/Second  Streets,  and 
Harrison/Second  Streets,  and  this  impact  would  be  significant  and  unavoidable. 
(Previously  identified  mitigation  for  project  impacts  at  the  Second  and  Tehama  Streets 
intersection  would  also  avoid  a  significant  cumulative  impact  there.) 

Significance  after  Mitigation:  Significant  and  Unavoidable  at  the  intersections  of  Howard/Third  Streets, 
Howard/New  Montgomery  Streets,  Folsom/Second  Streets,  and  Harrison/Second  Streets;  Less  than 
Significant  at  the  intersection  of  Second/Tehama  Streets,  Mission/Third  Streets,  Howard/Second  Streets, 
Howard/First  Streets,  Howard/Fremont  Streets,  Folsom/Hawthome  Streets,  Harrison/Fourth  Streets,  and 
Harrison/First  Streets. 

M-TR-4  Parking  Prohibition:  The  project  sponsor  would  formally  request  that  the  San  Francisco 

Municipal  Transportation  Agency  hold  a  public  hearing  to  prohibit  parking  spaces  on  the 
north  side  of  Tehama  Street,  along  the  southern  project  site  frontage,  prior  to  occupancy 
of  the  project  building.  There  are  currently  five  metered  parking  spaces  in  this  area  (four 
regular  spaces,  and  one  yellow  loading  space). 

Signiflcance  after  Mitigation:  Less  than  Significant. 

Conclusion 

In  suinmary,  the  project  would  result  in  a  project-specific  significant  unavoidable  traffic  impact  at  the 
intersection  of  Second  and  HaiTison  Streets  and  cumulative  significant  unavoidable  impacts  at  four 
intersections — Howard  and  Third  Streets,  Howard  and  New  Montgomery  Streets,  Folsom  and  Second 
Streets,  and  Harrison  and  Second  Streets.  The  project  would  not  result  in  significant  impacts  that  could 
not  be  mitigated  with  regard  to  transit,  pedestrian  or  bicycle  conditions,  parking  or  loading,  or 
construction. 


\ 
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Setting 

Existing  Ambient  Noise 

Ambient  noise  levels  in  the  project  vicinity  are  typical  of  noise  levels  in  greater  San  Francisco,  which  are 
dominated  by  vehicular  traffic,  including  trucks,  cars,  Muni  buses,  and  emergency  vehicles.  Based  on 
observations  made  at  the  project  site,  traffic  on  Howard  and  Second  Streets  is  the  predominant  noise 
source  in  the  project  vicinity  and  generates  moderate  to  high  levels  of  traffic  noise.  Observation  also 
indicates  that  surrounding  land  uses  do  not  conduct  noticeably  noisy  operations. 

The  Environmental  Protection  Element  of  the  San  Francisco  General  Plan  contains  Land  Use 
Compatibility  Guidelines  for  Community  Noise. These  guidelines,  which  are  similar  to  state  guidelines 
promulgated  by  the  Governor's  Office  of  Planning  and  Research,  indicate  maximum  acceptable  noise 
levels  for  various  newly  developed  land  uses.  For  office  uses,  the  maximum  "satisfactory"  noise  level 
without  incorporating  noise  insulation  into  a  project  is  70  dBA  (Ldn),  while  the  guidelines  indicate  that 
office  development  should  be  discouraged  at  noise  levels  above  75  dBA  (Ldn).^-''  Where  noise  levels  that 
exceed  satisfactory  level  (i.e.,  70  dBA),  a  detailed  analysis  of  noise  reduction  requirements  will  normally 
be  necessary  prior  to  fmal  review  and  approval.  Based  on  modeling  of  traffic  noise  volumes  conducted  by 
the  San  Francisco  Department  of  Public  Health,^^  the  traffic  noise  level  in  the  project  area  vicinity  is 
generally  between  about  65  and  70  dBA  (Ldn),  which  would  mean  that  a  detailed  noise  study  should  be 
undertaken  for  the  proposed  project. 

Impacts 

Significance  Criteria 

The  proposed  project  would  result  in  a  significant  impact  with  respect  to  noise  if  it  would: 

•  Result  in  exposure  of  persons  to  or  generation  of  noise  levels  in  excess  of  standards  established  in 
the  local  general  plan  or  noise  ordinance,  or  applicable  standards  of  other  agencies; 

•  Result  in  exposure  of  persons  to  or  generation  of  excessive  groundbome  vibration  or  groundbome 
noise  levels; 

■  •       Result  in  a  substantial  permanent  increase  in  ambient  noise  levels  in  the  project  vicinity  abo\  e 
levels  existing  without  the  project; 

•  Result  in  a  substantial  temporary  or  periodic  increase  in  ambient  noise  levels  in  the  project  \  icinity 
above  levels  existing  without  the  project;  or 


San  Francisco  General  Plan,  Environmental  Protection  Element,  Policy 


65 


66 


Sound  pressure  is  measured  in  decibels  (dB),  with  zero  dB  corresponding  roughly  to  the  threshold  of  human  hearing,  and 
120  dB  to  140  dB  corresponding  to  the  threshold  of  pain.  Because  sound  pressure  can  vary  by  o\  er  one  trillion  times  within 
the  range  of  human  hearing,  a  logarithmic  loudness  scale  is  used  to  keep  sound  intensity  numbers  at  a  convenient  and 
manageable  level.  Owing  to  the  variation  in  sensitivity  of  the  human  ear  to  various  frequencies,  sound  is  "weighted"  to 
emphasize  frequencies  to  which  the  ear  is  more  sensitive,  in  a  method  known  as  A-weighting  and  expressed  in  units  of 
A-weighted  decibels  (dBA). 

Traffic  noise  map  presented  on  DPH  website:  http://www.sfdph.org/dph, TH 'Noise  default.asp. 
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•       Be  substantially  affected  by  existing  noise  levels. 

A  project  would  also  normally  result  in  a  significant  impact  with  respect  to  noise  if  it  would  be  located 
within  an  airport  land  use  plan  area,  or,  where  such  a  plan  has  not  been  adopted,  in  an  area  within  two 
miles  of  a  public  airport  or  public  use  airport,  and  if  the  project  would  expose  people  residing  or  working 
in  the  area  to  excessive  noise  levels.  Additionally,  for  a  project  located  in  the  vicinity  of  a  private  airstrip, 
the  project  would  normally  have  a  significant  effect  if  it  would  expose  people  residing  or  working  in  the 
project  area  to  excessive  noise  levels.  The  project  site  is  not  within  an  airport  land  use  plan  area,  nor  is  it 
in  the  vicinity  of  a  private  airstrip.  Therefore,  these  topics  are  not  applicable.  California  noise  insulation 
standards,  which  are  applicable  only  to  construction  of  muhi-family  dwelling  units,  do  not  apply  to  this 
project  and  are  not  discussed. 

Impact  Analysis 
Project-Generated  Traffic  Noise 

Generally,  traffic  must  double  in  volume  to  produce  a  noticeable  increase  in  ambient  noise  levels.  Based 
on  the  traffic  analysis  prepared  for  the  project,  traffic  volumes  would  not  double  on  area  streets  as  a  result 
of  the  project  or  as  a  result  of  cumulative  traffic  growth.  A  noise  analysis  prepared  for  the  Caltrain 
Downtown  Extension  and  included  in  the  associated  EIR  found  that  there  would  not  be  significant 
operational  noise  impacts  resulting  from  the  132  trains  per  day  system-wide.^^  Therefore,  the  project 
would  not  cause  a  noticeable  increase  in  the  ambient  noise  level  in  the  project  vicinity,  nor  would  the 
project  contribute  to  any  potential  cumulative  traffic-related  noise  effects. 

Construction  Noise 

Impact  NO-1:  Project  construction  activity  could  generate  noise  that  could  be  disruptive  to  nearby 
residents  and  occupants  of  commercial  buildings.  (Significant  but  Mitigable) 

Demolition,  excavation,  and  building  construction  would  temporarily  increase  noise  in  the  project 
vicinity.  Construction  equipment  would  generate  noise  and  possibly  vibrations  that  could  be  considered 
an  annoyance  by  occupants  of  nearby  properties. 

According  to  the  project  sponsor,  the  construction  period  would  last  approximately  21  months. 
Construction  noise  levels  would  fluctuate  depending  on  constmction  phase,  equipment  type  and  duration 
of  use,  distance  between  noise  source  and  listener,  and  presence  or  absence  of  barriers.  Impacts  would 
generally  be  limited  to  the  period  during  which  new  foundations  and  exterior  structural  and  facade 
elements  would  be  constructed.  Interior  construction  noise  would  be  substantially  reduced  by  the 
presence  of  exterior  walls. 


Caltrain  Downtown  Extension  construction  from;  Federal  Transit  Administration,  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco, 
Peninsula  Corridor  Joint  Powers  Board,  and  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency,  Transbav  Terminal/  Caltrain 
Downtown  Extension/Redevelopment  Project  Final  EIS/EIR.  March  2004;  Case  No.  2000.048E;  p.  5-69.  This  document  is 
available  online  at:  http://www.transbavccnler.oru/TransBav/content.aspx?id=l  14. 

Environmental  Science  Associates,  Transportation  Impact  Analysis:  222  5«o/?t/ Street,  February  2009.  Case 

No.  2006.1 106!.  A  copy  of  this  document  is  available  for  review  at  the  Planning  Department,  1650  Mission  Street,  Suite  400 

San  Francisco,  in  File  No.  2006. 1 106E. 
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Construction  noise  is  regulated  by  the  San  Francisco  Noise  Ordinance  (Article  29  of  the  Police  Code), 
amended  in  November  2008.  The  ordinance  requires  that  noise  levels  from  individual  pieces  of 
construction  equipment,  other  than  impact  tools,  not  exceed  80  dBA  at  a  distance  of  100  feet  from  the 
source.  Impact  tools  (jackhammers,  hoerammers,  impact  wrenches)  must  have  both  intake  and  exhaust 
mufflers  as  well  as  be  equipped  with  acoustically  attenuating  shields  or  shrouds  to  the  satisfaction  of  the 
Director  of  Public  Works  or  the  Director  of  Building  Inspection.  Section  2908  of  the  Ordinance  prohibits 
construction  work  between  8:00  p.m.  and  7:00  a.m.,  if  noise  would  exceed  the  ambient  noise  level  by  five 
dBA  at  the  project  property  line,  unless  a  special  permit  is  authorized  by  the  Director  of  Public  Works  or 
the  Director  of  Building  Inspection.  The  project  must  comply  with  regulations  set  forth  in  the  Noise 
Ordinance. 

The  closest  sensitive  noise  receptors  to  the  project  site  that  have  the  potential  to  be  adversely  affected  by 
construction  noise  are  the  child  care  facility  located  on  the  ground  floor  of  75  Hawthorne  Street  (within 
the  project  block)  and  the  two  nearest  residential  buildings,  at  199  New  Montgomery  Street  and 
246  Second  Street,  each  of  which  is  within  approximately  100  feet  of  the  project  site.  Closed  windows 
typically  can  reduce  daytime  interior  noise  levels  to  an  acceptable  level.  Nevertheless,  because  of  the 
proximity  to  these  receptors,  implementation  of  Mitigation  Measure  NO-1  (General  Construction  Noise 
Control  Measures),  p.  96,  would  be  required  to  reduce  construction  noise  to  a  less-than-significant  level. 
Therefore,  although  construction  noise  could  be  annoying  at  times,  with  mitigation,  construction  noise 
would  not  be  expected  to  exceed  noise  levels  commonly  experienced  in  an  urban  environment,  and  would 
not  be  considered  significant. 

Impact  NO-2:  Should  pile  driving  be  employed  as  part  of  project  construction,  it  would  generate 
noise  and  vibration  that  could  be  disruptive  to  nearby  residents  and  occupants  of  commercial 
buildings.  (Signiflcant  but  Mitigable) 

A  Geotechnical  Due  Diligence  Study  conducted  for  the  project  recommended  a  mat  foundation,  which 
would  involve  excavation  to  a  depth  of  30  feet.^^  Pile  driving  would  thus  be  unnecessary  and  the  levels  of 
noise  generated  by  construction  equipment  would  very  likely  be  relatively  low,  compared  to  a  building 
for  which  a  pile  foundation  was  required.  Should  pile  driving  be  determined  to  be  necessary  as  a  result  of 
subsequent  geotechnical  investigation,  noise  impacts  could  be  significant.  Pile  driving  can  generate  noise 
levels  in  excess  of  100  dBA  at  50  feet  each  time  the  hammer  strikes  the  pile.  While  potentially  more 
startling  than  constant  noise  levels,  pile  driving  noise  is  intermittent,  occurring  only  when  a  pile  is  being 
driven,  with  breaks  when  driving  one  pile  is  complete  and  another  is  being  placed  in  position.  In  the  event 
that  pile  driving  is  determined  to  be  required,  the  project  sponsor  would  implement  Mitigation  Measure 
NO-2  (Noise  Control  Measures  for  Pile  Driving),  p.  96,  which  would  reduce  potential  pile-driving  noise 
impacts  to  a  less-than-significant  level.  Moreover,  as  noted,  the  project  sponsor  would  be  required  to 
comply  with  measures  required  for  impact  tools  in  Section  2907(b)  of  the  Police  Code.  As  a  result, 
adverse  impacts  from  construction  noise  upon  sensitive  receptors  near  the  project  site  would  be  reduced 
to  a  less-than-significant  level. 


Treadwell  and  Rollo,  Geotechnical  Due  Diligence  Study,  222  2nd  Street,  July  16,  2006.  Available  for  review  at  the  Planning 
Department,  1650  Mission  Street,  Suite  400  San  Francisco,  in  File  No.  2006.1 106E. 
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Cumulative  Construction  Noise 

Impact  NO-3:  Project  construction  activity,  along  with  construction  from  other  past,  present,  and 
reasonably  foreseeable  future  projects,  could  generate  further  disruptive  noise  levels.  (Significant 
but  Mitigable) 

To  the  extent  that  other  construction  projects  are  proposed  or  undertaken  in  close  enough  proximity  to  the 
project  site  such  that  cumulative  effects  related  to  construction  noise  would  be  anticipated,  noise  effects 
would  be  greater  or  last  longer,  or  both.  The  project  site  is  about  one  block  from  the  planned  new  Transit 
Center  (replacement  for  the  Transbay  Terminal)  and  is  within  the  vicinity  of  the  proposed  Transit  Center 
District  Plan,  which  could  facilitate  construction  of  several  additional  high-rise  buildings.  Additionally, 
the  proposed  underground  extension  of  Caltrain  service  to  the  Transit  Center  would  follow  the  Second 
Street  right-of-way,  and  would  cause  additional  noise  and  vibration  impacts  if  it  is  funded  and  built. 

Construction  of  the  planned  new  Transit  Center  is  not  anticipated  to  begin  until  2012,  meaning  that  the 
proposed  222  Second  Street  project  should  be  complete  prior  to  start  of  work  on  the  Transit  Center. 
Moreover,  the  earlier  stages  of  construction  of  a  high-rise  building,  such  as  excavation  and  foundation 
construction,  are  typically  the  noisiest,  as  they  involve  heavy  equipment,  much  of  which  is  diesel 
powered.  Thus,  these  stages  of  the  proposed  project  and  the  Transit  Center  would  not  overlap. 

While  the  Transit  Center  District  Plan  envisions  at  least  half  a  dozen  additional  new  buildings  within 
about  500  feet  of  the  project  site,  two  of  these  projects — at  41  Tehama  Street  and  at  201  Second  Street 
(directly  across  the  street  from  the  project  site) — have  developers  actively  pursuing  entitlements,  while 

•  the  others  do  not.  The  project  at  201  Second  Street  could  proceed  independently  of  construction  of  the 

•  Caltrain  extension,  should  that  rail  project  proceed,  although  the  extension  would  require  demolition  and 
excavation  at  the  201  Second  Street  site.  The  41  Tehama  Street  site  is  some  500  feet  east  of  the 

222  Second  Street  site,  and  the  two  sites  are  separated  by  the  five-story  building  at  235  Second  Street, 
which  would  substantially  attenuate  noise  levels  in  the  vicinity  of  the  project  from  construction  at  the 
41  Tehama  Street  site.  Other  potential  projects  in  the  Transit  Center  District  area  would  be  too  far  from 
the  222  Second  Street  site  to  result  in  substantial  overlap  with  regard  to  construction  noise,  even  if  they 
were  to  proceed  concurrently  with  the  proposed  project. 

The  construction  of  the  proposed  Caltrain  Dovmtown  Extension  would  temporarily  introduce  a  new 
source  of  noise  and  vibration  into  the  project  area.  However,  funding  for  this  project  is  not  secured,  and 
the  likelihood  of  construction  overlapping  with  that  of  the  proposed  222  Second  Street  project  is 
considered  low.  Additionally,  construction  of  the  extension  would  comply  with  regulations  set  forth  in  the 
San  Francisco  Noise  Ordinance  (Article  29  of  the  Police  Code),  which  regulates  construction  noise,  along 
with  applicable  project-specific  noise  control  measures,  that  would  reduce  the  potential  construction  noise 
and  vibration  impacts  from  the  Caltrain  project.  Moreover,  heavy  construction  activity  would  not  likely 
be  possible  on  both  projects  at  the  same  time,  because  simultaneous  excavation  on  the  project  site  and 
excavation  in  the  Second  Street  right-of-way  would  probably  be  too  complex,  given  the  potential  for 
work  at  one  location  to  adversely  interfere  with  the  other. 
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Finally,  in  the  event  that  one  or  more  nearby  projects  were  to  be  undertaken  at  the  same  time  as  the 
proposed  project,  the  Planning  Department  and  the  Departments  of  Building  Inspection,  Public  Works, 
•    and  Public  Health,  along  with  the  Transbay  Joint  Powers  Authority  (sponsor  of  the  Transit  Center  and  the 
Caltrain  extension),  would  be  expected  to  work  to  ensure  that  all  projects  comply  with  the  San  Francisco 
Noise  Ordinance  and  that  project  construction  schedules  are  coordinated  so  as  to  minimize,  to  the  extent 
feasible,  construction  noise  that  could  be  disruptive. 


Building  Equipment  Noise 

The  proposed  project  would  include  mechanical  equipment,  such  as  air  conditioning  units  and  chillers, 
which  could  produce  operational  noise.  These  operations  would  be  subject  to  Section  2909  of  the 
San  Francisco  Noise  Ordinance,  Article  29  of  the  San  Francisco  Police  Code.  As  amended  in  November 
2008,  this  section  establishes  a  noise  limit  from  mechanical  sources,  such  as  building  equipment, 
specified  as  a  certain  noise  level  in  excess  of  the  ambient  noise  level  at  the  property  line:  for  noise 
generated  by  residential  uses,  the  limit  is  5  dBA  in  excess  of  ambient,  while  for  noise  generated  by 
commercial  and  industrial  uses,  the  limit  is  8  dBA  in  excess  of  ambient  and  for  noise  on  public  property, 
including  streets,  the  limit  is  10  dBA  in  excess  of  ambient.^^  In  addition,  the  Noise  Ordinance  provides 
for  a  separate  fixed-source  noise  limit  for  residential  interiors  of  45  dBA  at  night  and  55  dBA  during  the 
day  and  evening  hours.  Compliance  with  Article  29,  Section  2909,  would  minimize  noise  from  building 
operations.  Therefore,  operational  noise  would  not  be  significant. 

Effects  of  Existing  Noise 

A  noise  study  conducted  for  the  project  indicated  that  the  existing  noise  level  at  the  project  site  is 
75  dBA,  Ldn.^'  The  daytime  ambient  noise  level  that  is  exceeded  10  percent  of  the  time  (Ljo)  is  also 
75  dBA.  Conservatively  assuming  a  25  percent  increase  in  traffic  volumes  on  surrounding  streets,  the 
noise  consultant  predicted  a  future  noise  level  of  76  dBA,  Ldn  and  Liq.  According  to  the  noise  study,  a 
standard  one-inch  glass  assembly  (two  '/4-inch  glass  panels  with  an  intervening  l/2-inch  air  gap),  as  is 
commonly  employed  in  office  building  construction,  would  result  in  an  interior  noise  level  of 
approximately  48  dBA,  which  is  considered  acceptable  for  an  office  environment.^^  Therefore,  the  impact 
of  ambient  noise  on  the  proposed  project  would  be  less  than  significant. 

In  light  of  the  above,  project  effects  related  to  operational  project-generated  noise  and  to  exposure  of  the 
project  to  existing  noise  levels  would  be  less  than  significant. 


70 
71 


72 


Entertainment  venues  are  also  subject  to  a  separate  criterion  for  low-frequency  (bass)  noise. 

As  noted  in  the  setting,  based  on  modeled  traffic  volumes,  the  predicted  traffic  noise  level  in  the  project  area  vicinity  is 
generally  between  about  65  and  70  dBA  (Ldn).  These  results  are  generally  consistent  with  those  of  the  project-specific  noise 
study. 

Shen,  Milsom,  Wilke,  "222  Second  Street,  San  Francisco,  California:  Environmental  Noise  Report,"  November  28,  2007. 
This  report  is  on  file  and  available  for  review  at  the  Planning  Department,  1650  Mission  Street.  Suite  400.  in  Case  File 
No.  2006.1160E. 
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Mitigation  and  Improvement  Measures 

M-NO-l :         General  Construction  Noise  Control  Measures:  To  ensure  that  project  noise  from 

construction  activities  is  minimized  to  the  maximum  extent  feasible,  the  project  sponsor 
would  undertake  the  following: 

■  The  project  sponsor  would  require  the  general  contractor  to  ensure  that  equipment 
and  trucks  used  for  project  construction  utilize  the  best  available  noise  control 
techniques  (e.g.,  improved  mufflers,  equipment  redesign,  use  of  intake  silencers, 
ducts,  engine  enclosures  and  acoustically-attenuating  shields  or  shrouds,  wherever 
feasible). 

■  The  project  sponsor  would  require  the  general  contractor  to  locate  stationary  noise 
sources  (such  as  compressors)  as  far  from  adjacent  or  nearby  sensitive  receptors  as 
possible,  to  muffle  such  noise  sources,  and  to  construct  barriers  around  such  sources 
and/or  the  construction  site,  which  could  reduce  construction  noise  by  as  much  as 
five  dBA.  To  further  reduce  noise,  the  contractor  shall  locate  stationary  equipment  in 
pit  areas  or  excavated  areas,  if  feasible. 

■  The  project  sponsor  would  require  the  general  contractor  to  use  impact  tools  (e.g., 
jack  hammers,  pavement  breakers,  and  rock  drills)  that  are  hydraulically  or 
electrically  powered  wherever  possible  to  avoid  noise  associated  with  compressed  air 
exhaust  from  pneumatically  powered  tools.  Where  use  of  pneumatic  tools  is 
unavoidable,  an  exhaust  muffler  on  the  compressed  air  exhaust  shall  be  used,  along 
with  external  noise  jackets  on  the  tools,  which  could  reduce  noise  levels  by  as  much 
as  10  dBA. 

■  The  project  sponsor  would  include  noise  control  requirements  in  specifications 
provided  to  construction  contractors.  Such  requirements  could  include,  but  not  be 
limited  to,  performing  all  work  in  a  manner  that  minimizes  noise  to  the  extent 
feasible;  use  of  equipment  with  effective  mufflers;  undertaking  the  most  noisy 
activities  during  times  of  least  disturbance  to  surrounding  residents  and  occupants,  as 
feasible;  and  selecting  haul  routes  that  avoid  residential  buildings  inasmuch  as  such 
routes  are  otherwise  feasible. 

Implementation  of  the  above  measure  would  reduce  construction-related  noise  impacts  from  typical 
construction  activities  to  a  less-than-significant  level. 

M-NO-2:         Noise  Control  Measures  for  Pile  Driving:  Should  pile-driving  be  necessary  for  the 
proposed  project,  the  project  sponsor  would  require  that  the  project  contractor  predrill 
holes  (if  feasible  based  on  soils)  for  piles  to  the  maximum  feasible  depth  to  minimize 
noise  and  vibration  from  pile  driving. 

Should  pile-driving  be  necessary  for  the  proposed  project,  the  project  sponsor  would 
require  that  the  construction  contractor  limit  pile  driving  activity  to  result  in  the  least 
disturbance  to  neighboring  use^.  Any  nighttime  work  would  require  a  work  permit  from 
the  Director  of  Public  Works  or  the  Director  of  Building  Inspection  pursuant  to  San 
Francisco  Noise  Ordinance  Section  2908. 

Signiflcancc  After  Mitigation:  Less  than  Significant 
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Implementation  of  the  above  measure  would  reduce  pile-driving  noise  impacts,  should  pile-driving  be 
employed  as  part  of  the  project,  to  a  less-than-significant  level. 

M-NO-3:         In  addition  to  implementation  of  Mitigation  Measure  NO-1  (and  Measure  NO-2  if 

applicable),  prior  to  the  time  that  construction  of  the  proposed  project  is  completed,  the 
project  sponsor  would  cooperate  with  and  participate  in  any  City-sponsored  construction 
noise  control  program  for  the  Transit  Center  District  Plan  area  or  other  City-sponsored 
areawide  program  developed  to  reduce  potential  effects  of  construction  noise  in  the 
project  vicinity.  Elements  of  such  a  program  could  include  a  community  liaison  program 
to  inform  residents  and  building  occupants  of  upcoming  construction  activities  and, 
potentially,  noise  and/or  vibration  monitoring  during  construction  activities  that  are 
anticipated  to  be  particularly  disruptive. 

Significance  After  Mitigation:  Less  than  Significant 

Implementation  of  the  above  measure,  along  with  implementation  of  Mitigation  Measure  NO-1  (and 
Measure  NO-2.  if  applicable),  would  ensure  that  the  proposed  project  would  not  contribute  considerably 
to  potential  cumulative  construction  noise  impacts,  and  this  effect  would  be  less  than  significant. 
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Setting 

Criteria  Air  Pollutants 

As  required  by  the  1970  federal  Clean  Air  Act,  the  United  States  Environmental  Protection  Agency 
(EPA)  has  identified  six  criteria  air  pollutants  that  are  pervasive  in  urban  environments  and  for  which 
state  and  federal  health-based  ambient  air  quality  standards  have  been  established.  EPA  calls  these 
pollutants  criteria  air  pollutants  because  the  agency  has  regulated  them  by  developing  specific  public 
health-  and  welfare-based  criteria  as  the  basis  for  setting  pennissible  levels.  Ozone,  carbon  monoxide 
(CO),  particulate  matter  (PM),  nitrogen  dioxide  (NO2),  sulfur  dioxide  (SO2),  and  lead  are  the  six  criteria 
air  pollutants. 

The  BAAQMO's  air  quality  monitoring  network  provides  information  on  ambient  concentrations  of 
criteria  air  pollutants  at  various  locations  in  the  San  Francisco  Bay  Area.  Table  3  is  a  five-year  summary 
of  highest  annual  criteria  air  pollutant  concentrations  (2004  to  2008),  collected  at  the  BAAQMD's  air 
quality  monitoring  station  at  16th  and  Arkansas  Streets,  in  San  Francisco's  lower  Potrero  Hill  area.^^ 
Table  3  compares  measured  pollutant  concentrations  with  the  most  stringent  applicable  ambient  air 
quality  standards  (state  or  federal). 

Ozone 

Ozone  is  a  secondary  air  pollutant  produced  in  the  atmosphere  through  a  complex  series  of  photochemical 
reactions  involving  reactive  organic  gases  (ROG)  and  nitrogen  oxides  (NOx).  The  main  sources  of  ROG 
and  NOx,  often  referred  to  as  ozone  precursors,  are  combustion  processes  (including  motor  vehicle 
engines)  and  the  evaporation  of  solvents,  paints,  and  fuels.  In  the  Bay  Area,  automobiles  are  the  single 
largest  source  of  ozone  precursors.  Ozone  is  referred  to  as  a  regional  air  pollutant  because  its  precursors 
are  transported  and  diffused  by  wind  concurrently  with  ozone  production  through  the  photochemical 
reaction  process.  Ozone  causes  eye  irritation,  airway  constriction,  and  shortness  of  breath  and  can 
aggravate  existing  respiratory  diseases  such  as  asthma,  bronchitis,  and  emphysema.  Table  3  shows  that, 
according  to  published  data,  the  most  stringent  applicable  standards  (state  1-hour  standard  of  9  parts  per 
hundred  million  (pphm)  and  the  federal  8-hour  standard  of  8  pphm)  were  not  exceeded  in  San  Francisco 
between  2004  and  2008. 

Carbon  Monoxide  (CO) 

CO  is  an  odorless,  colorless  gas  usually  fonned  as  the  result  of  the  incomplete  combustion  of  fuels.  The 
single  largest  source  of  CO  is  motor  vehicles;  the  highest  emissions  occur  during  low  travel  speeds,  stop- 


Data  from  lliis  single  location  do  not  describe  polliilant  levels  throughout  San  Francisco,  as  these  levels  may  vary  depending 
on  distance  from  key  emissions  sources  and  local  meteorology.  However,  the  BAAQMD  monitoring  network  does  provide  a 
reliable  picture  of  pollutant  le\  els  over  lime. 
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TABLE  3 

SUMMARY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO  AIR  QUALITY  MONITORING  DATA  (2004-2008) 


Most  Stringent 


Number  of  Days  Standards  were  Exceeded  and 
Maximum  Concentrations  Measured 


Pollutant 

MppilCdlJie 

standard 

2004 

2005 

2006 

2007 

2008 

Ozone 

>9  pphm 

-  Days  1-hour  Std.  Exceeded 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

-  Max.  i-nour  L/unc.  ^ppririij 

Q 

0 

c 
«7 

c 

D 

Q 
0 

-  Days  8-hour  Std.  Exceeded 

>o  ppnm 

n 
U 

U 

n 
U 

n 
U 

U 

-  Max.  S-hour  Cone,  (pphm)  ^ 

D 

c 
O 

c 
O 

0 

Carbon  Monoxide  (CO) 

-  L/dyb  O'lIUUl  OlU.  [ZAOcctJcU 

>y  ppnn 

n 

n 

n 

n 

u 

n 

-  Max.  8-hour  Cone,  (ppm) 

z.  1 

1 

1  .D 

Suspended  Particulates  (PMio) 

~>Rri  1  in/m^  ^ 

-  Days  24-hour  Std.  Exceeded'' 

1 

U 

0 

Z 

u 

-  Max.  24-hour  Cone,  (pg/m^) 

01 

f  U 

/1 1 
^  1 

Suspended  Particulates  (PM2.5) 

-  Days  24-hour  Std.  Exceeded'^ 

>35  pg/m^'' 

0 

0 

3 

5 

0 

-  Max.  24-hour  Cone.  (pg/iTi^) 

46 

44 

54 

45 

39 

-  Annual  Average  (|jg/m'^) 

>12  jjg/m'^ 

11.2 

9.5 

9.7 

8.9 

11.4 

Nitrogen  Dioxide  (NO2) 

-  Days  1-hour  Std.  Exceeded 

>25  pphm^ 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

-  Max.  1-hour  Cone,  (pphm)  ^ 

6 

7 

11 

7 

6 

Sulfur  Dioxide  (SO2) 

-  Days  24-hour  Std.  Exceeded 

>40  ppb^ 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

-  Max.  24-hour  Cone,  (ppb) 

6 

7 

6 

6 

4 

Notes:  Bold  values  are  in  excess  of  applicable  standard.  "NA"  indicates  that  data  is  not  available, 
cone.  =  concentration;  ppm  =  parts  per  million;  pphm  =  parts  per  hundred  million;  ppb=parts  per  billion; 
pg/m3  =  micrograms  per  cubic  meter 
ND  =  No  data  or  insufficient  data, 
a 

State  standard,  not  to  be  exceeded. 

b 

Federal  standard,  not  to  be  exceeded. 

c 

Based  on  a  sampling  schedule  of  one  out  of  every  six  days,  for  a  total  of  approximately  60  samples  per  year. 

d 

Federal  standard  was  reduced  from  65  pg/m3  to  35  pg/m3  in  2006. 
SOURCE.-  BAAQMD,  Bay  Area  Air  Pollution  Summary,  2004  -  2008.  Available  online  at;  httD;//wwvtf.baaQmd.aov/pio/aQ  summaries/index. htm 


and-go  driving,  cold  starts,  and  hard  acceleration.  Exposure  to  high  concentrations  of  CO  reduces  the 
oxygen-carrying  capacity  of  the  blood  and  can  cause  headaches,  nausea,  dizziness,  and  fatigue,  impair 
central  nervous  system  function,  and  induce  angina  (chest  pain)  in  persons  with  serious  heart  disease. 
Very  high  levels  of  CO  can  be  fatal.  As  shown  in  Table  3,  no  exceedances  of  state  CO  standards  were 
recorded  between  2004  and  2008.  Measurements  of  CO  indicate  maximum  8-hour  CO  levels 
approximately  25  percent  of  the  allowable  8-hour  standard. 

Particulate  Matter  (PMw  and  PM2.5) 

Particulate  matter  is  a  class  of  air  pollutants  that  consists  of  heterogeneous  solid  and  liquid  airborne 
particles  from  manmade  and  natural  sources.  Particulate  matter  is  measured  in  two  size  ranges:  PMm  for 
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particles  less  than  10  microns  in  diameter,  and  PM2.5  for  particles  less  than  2.5  microns  in  diameter.  In  the 
Bay  Area,  motor  vehicles  generate  about  half  of  the  air  basin's  particulates,  through  tailpipe  emissions  as 
well  as  brake  pad  and  tire  wear.  Wood  burning  in  fireplaces  and  stoves,  industrial  facility  operations,  and 
ground-disturbing  activities  such  as  construction  are  other  sources  of  such  fine  particulates.  These  fine 
particulates  are  small  enough  to  be  inhaled  into  the  deepest  parts  of  the  human  lung  and  can  cause  adverse 
health  effects.  According  to  the  state  Air  Resources  Board  (ARB),  studies  in  the  United  States  and 
elsewhere  "have  demonstrated  a  strong  link  between  elevated  particulate  levels  and  premature  deaths, 
hospital  admissions,  emergency  room  visits,  and  asthma  attacks,"  and  studies  of  children's  health  in 
California  have  demonstrated  that  particle  pollution  "may  significantly  reduce  lung  function  growth  in 
children."  The  ARB  also  reports  that  statewide  attainment  of  particulate  matter  standards  could  prevent 
thousands  of  premature  deaths,  lower  hospital  admissions  for  cardiovascular  and  respiratory  disease  and 
asthma-related  emergency  room  visits,  and  avoid  hundreds  of  thousands  of  episodes  of  respiratory  illness 
in  California. 

Among  the  criteria  pollutants  that  are  regulated,  particulates  appear  to  represent  a  serious  ongoing  health 
hazard.  As  long  ago  as  1 999,  the  B AAQMD  was  reporting,  in  its  CEQA  Guidelines,  that  studies  had 
shown  that  elevated  particulate  levels  contribute  to  the  death  of  approximately  200  to  500  people  per  year 
in  the  Bay  Area.  High  levels  of  particulates  have  also  been  known  to  exacerbate  chronic  respiratory 
ailments,  such  as  bronchitis  and  asthma,  and  have  been  associated  with  increased  emergency  room  visits 
and  hospital  admissions. 

Table  3  shows  that  exceedances  of  the  state  PMio  standard  have  routinely  occurred  in  San  Francisco.  It  is 
estimated  that  the  state  24-hour  PMio  standard  was  exceeded  on  up  to  18  days  per  year  between  2004  and 
2008.^^  The  BAAQMD  began  monitoring  PM2.5  concentrations  in  San  Francisco  in  2002.  The  federal 
24-hour  PM2.5  standard  was  not  exceeded  until  2006,  when  the  standard  was  lowered  from  65  micrograms 
per  cubic  meter  (^g/m^)  to  35  ^g/m^  The  state  annual  average  standard  was  not  exceeded  between  2004 
and  2008. 

PM2.5  is  of  particular  concern  to  the  San  Francisco  Department  of  Public  Health  (DPH)  because 
epidemiologic  studies  have  demonstrated  that  people  who  live  near  freeways  and  high-traffic  roadways 
have  poorer  health  outcomes,  including  increased  asthma  symptoms  and  respiratory  infections  and 
decreased  pulmonary  function  and  lung  development  in  children.  As  a  result,  the  City  enacted  Article  38 
of  the  San  Francisco  Health  Code,  approved  November  25,  2008,  which  requires  that,  for  new  residential 
projects  of  10  or  more  units  located  in  proximity  to  high-traffic  roadways,  as  mapped  by  DPH,  an  Air 
Quality  Assessment  be  prepared  to  determine  whether  residents  would  be  exposed  to  potentially 
unheal thful  levels  of  PM2.5-  Through  air  quality  modeling,  the  assessment  is  conducted  to  determine  if 
annual  average  concentration  of  PM2  5  from  the  roadway  sources  would  exceed  a  concentration  of 

California  Air  Resources,  Board,  "Recent  Researck  Findings:  Health  Effects  of  Particulate  Matter  and  Ozone  Air  Pollution," 
January  2004.  Available  on  the  internet  at:  http://www.arb.ca.gov/research/health/fs/PM-03fs.pdf.  This  document  is  also 
available  for  review  at  the  Planning  Department,  1650  Mission  Street,  Suite  400,  in  Case  File  No.  2006.1106E. 
BAAQMD,  BAAQMD  CEQA  Guidelines,  Assessing  the  Air  Qiialit}-  Impacts  of  Projects  and  Plans.  December  1 999;  p.  B-3. 
Available  on  the  internet  at:  http://www.baaqmd.gov/pln/ceqa/ceqa  guide.pdf 
''^    PM|(,  is  sampled  every  sixth  day;  therefore,  actual  days  over  the  standard  can  be  estimated  to  be  six  times  the  numbers  listed 
in  the  table. 
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0.2  micrograms  per  cubic  meter  (annual  average). If  this  standard  is  exceeded,  the  project  sponsor  must 
install  a  filtered  air  supply  system,  with  high-efficiency  filters  (as  applicable),  designed  to  remove  at  least 
80  percent  of  ambient  PM2.5  from  habitable  areas  of  residential  units.  Because  the  proposed  222  Second 
Street  project  would  contain  office  and  restaurant/retail  uses,  it  would  not  be  subject  to  the  Article  38. 

Nitrogen  Dioxide  (NO2) 

NO2  is  a  reddish  brown  gas  that  is  a  byproduct  of  combustion  processes.  Automobiles  and  industrial 
operations  are  the  main  sources  of  NO2.  Aside  from  its  contribution  to  ozone  formation,  NO2  can  increase 
the  risk  of  acute  and  chronic  respiratory  disease  and  reduce  visibility.  NO2  may  be  visible  as  a  coloring 
component  on  high  pollution  days,  especially  in  conjunction  with  high  ozone  levels.  Table  3  shows  that 
the  standard  for  NO2  is  being  met  in  the  Bay  Area,  and  pollutant  trends  suggest  that  the  air  basin  will 
continue  to  meet  these  standards  for  the  foreseeable  future. 

Sulfur  Dioxide  (SO2) 

SO2  is  a  colorless  acidic  gas  with  a  strong  odor.  It  is  produced  by  the  combustion  of  sulfiir-containing 
fuels  such  as  oil,  coal,  and  diesel.  SO2  has  the  potential  to  damage  materials  and  can  cause  health  effects 
at  high  concentrations.  It  can  irritate  lung  tissue  and  increase  the  risk  of  acute  and  chronic  respiratory 
disease. Table  3  shows  that  the  standard  for  SO2  is  being  met  in  the  Bay  Area,  and  pollutant  trends 
suggest  that  the  air  basin  will  continue  to  meet  these  standards  for  the  foreseeable  future. 

Lead 

Leaded  gasoline  (phased  out  in  the  United  States  beginning  in  1973),  paint  (on  older  houses,  cars), 
smelters  (metal  refineries),  and  manufacture  of  lead  storage  batteries  have  been  the  primary  sources  of 
lead  released  into  the  atmosphere.  Lead  has  a  range  of  adverse  neurotoxic  health  effects;  children  are  at 
special  risk.  Some  lead-containing  chemicals  cause  cancer  in  animals.  Lead  levels  in  the  air  have 
decreased  substantially  since  leaded  gasoline  was  eliminated. 

Toxic  Air  Contaminants 

Toxic  air  contaminants  (TACs)  are  air  pollutants  that  may  lead  to  serious  illness  or  increased  mortality, 
even  when  present  in  relatively  low  concentrations.  Potential  human  health  effects  of  TACs  include  birth 
defects,  neurological  damage,  cancer,  and  death.  There  are  hundreds  of  different  types  of  TACs  with 


According  to  DPH,  this  threshold,  or  action  level,  of  0.2  micrograms  per  cubic  meter  represents  about  8-10  percent  of  the 
range  of  ambient  PM2.5  concentrations  in  San  Francisco  based  on  monitoring  data,  and  is  based  on  epidemiological  research 
that  indicates  that  such  a  concentration  can  result  in  an  approximately  0.28  percent  increase  in  non-injurv'  mortality,  or  an 
increased  mortality  at  a  rate  of  approximately  20  "excess  deaths"  per  year  per  one  million  population  in  San  Francisco. 
"Excess  deaths"  (also  referred  to  as  premature  mortality)  refer  to  deaths  that  occur  sooner  than  otherwise  expected,  absent 
the  specific  condition  under  evaluation;  in  this  case,  exposure  to  PM2.5.  (San  Francisco  Department  of  Public  Health, 
Occupational  and  Environmental  Health  Section,  Program  on  Health,  Equity,  and  Sustainability.  "Assessment  and 
Mitigation  of  Air  Pollutant  Health  Effects  from  Intra-urban  Roadways:  Guidance  for  Land  Use  Planning  and  En\  ironmental 
Review,  May  6,  2008.  Twenty  excess  deaths  per  million  based  on  San  Francisco's  non-injury,  non-homicide,  non-suicide 
mortality  rate  of  approximately  714  per  100,000.  Although  San  Francisco's  population  is  less  than  one  million,  the 
presentation  of  excess  deaths  is  commonly  given  as  a  rate  per  million  population.) 
BAAQMD,  CEQA  Guidelines  (see  footnote  75,  p.  100);  p.  B-2. 
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varying  degrees  of  toxicity.  Individual  TACs  vary  greatly  in  the  health  risk  they  present;  at  a  given  level 
of  exposure,  one  TAC  may  pose  a  hazard  that  is  many  times  greater  than  another. 

TACs  do  not  have  ambient  air  quality  standards,  but  are  regulated  by  the  BAAQMD  using  a  risk-based 
approach.  This  approach  uses  a  health  risk  assessment  to  determine  what  sources  and  pollutants  to  control 
as  well  as  the  degree  of  control.  A  health  risk  assessment  is  an  analysis  in  which  human  health  exposure 
to  toxic  substances  is  estimated,  and  considered  together  with  infonnation  regarding  the  toxic  potency  of 
the  substances,  to  provide  quantitative  estimates  of  health  risks. 

In  addition  to  monitoring  criteria  pollutants,  both  the  BAAQMD  and  the  ARB  operate  TAC  monitoring 
networks  in  the  San  Francisco  Bay  Area.  These  stations  measure  10  to  15  TACs,  depending  on  the 
specific  station.  The  TACs  selected  for  monitoring  are  those  that  have  traditionally  been  found  in  the 
highest  concentrations  in  ambient  air,  and  therefore  tend  to  produce  the  most  significant  risk.  The 
BAAQMD  operates  an  ambient  TAC  monitoring  station  at  its  16th  and  Arkansas  Streets  facility  in 
San  Francisco.  When  TAC  measurements  at  this  station  are  compared  to  ambient  concentrations  of 
various  TACs  for  the  Bay  Area  as  a  whole,  the  cancer  risks  associated  with  mean  TAC  concentrations  in 
San  Francisco  are  similar  to  those  for  the  Bay  Area  as  a  whole.  Therefore,  the  estimated  average  lifetime 
cancer  risk  resulting  from  exposure  to  TAC  concentrations  monitored  at  the  San  Francisco  station  does 
not  appear  to  be  any  greater  than  for  the  Bay  Area  as  a  region. 

Diesel  Particulate  Matter 

The  ARB  identified  diesel  particulate  matter  (DPM)  as  a  toxic  air  contaminant  in  1998,  primarily  based 
on  evidence  demonstrating  cancer  effects  in  humans. The  exhaust  from  diesel  engines  includes 
hundreds  of  different  gaseous  and  particulate  components,  many  of  which  are  toxic.  Mobile  sources  such 
as  trucks  and  buses  are  among  the  primary  sources  of  diesel  emissions,  and  concentrations  of  DPM  are 
higher  near  heavily  traveled  highways.  The  estimated  cancer  risk  from  exposure  to  diesel  exhaust  is  much 
higher  than  the  risk  associated  with  any  other  toxic  air  pollutant  routinely  measured  in  the  region.  ARB 
estimated  the  average  Bay  Area  cancer  risk  from  diesel  particulate,  based  on  a  population-weighted 
average  ambient  diesel  particulate  concentration,  at  about  480  in  one  million,  as  of  2000.  The  risk  from 
diesel  particulate  matter  declined  from  750  in  one  million  in  1990  to  570  in  one  million  in  1995;  by  2000, 
ARB  estimated  the  average  statewide  cancer  risk  from  DPM  at  540  in  one  million.^ ''^^ 


In  general,  a  health  risk  assessment  is  required  if  the  BAAQMD  concludes  that  projected  emissions  of  a  specific  air  toxic 
compound  from  a  proposed  new  or  modified  source  suggest  a  potential  public  health  risk,  then  the  applicant  is  subject  to  a 
health  risk  assessment  for  the  source  in  question.  Such  an  assessment  generally  evaluates  chronic,  long-term  effects, 
calculating  the  increased  risk  of  cancer  as  a  result  of  exposure  to  one  or  more  TACs. 

California  Air  Resources  Board,  Fact  Sheet,  "The  Toxic  Air  Contaminant  Identification  Process:  Toxic  Air  Contaminant 
Emissions  from  Diesel-fueled  Engines."  Octobcr*1998.  Available  on  the  internet  at: 

http://www.arb.ca.Kov/toxics/dieseItac/factshtl.Ddf  This  document  is  also  available  for  review  at  the  Planning  Department, 
1650  Mission  Street.  Suite  400,  in  Case  File  No.  2006.1 106E. 

California  Air  Resources  Board,  Ccilifornia  Almanac  of  Emissions  and  Air  Quality- -  2009  Edition,  Table  5-44  and  p.  5-44. 
Available  on  the  internet  at:  http://www.arb.ca.gov/aqd/almanac/almanac09/pdf/chap509.pdf  Viewed  October  24,  2009. 
This  calculated  cancer  risk  values  from  ambient  air  exposure  in  the  Bay  Area  can  be  compared  against  the  lifetime 
probability  of  being  diagnosed  with  cancer  in  the  United  Slates,  from  all  causes,  which  is  more  than  40  percent  (based  on  a 
sampling  of  1 7  regions  nationwide),  or  greater  than  400,000  in  one  million,  according  to  the  National  Cancer  Institute. 


Case  No.  2006.1 106E 


102 

206337 


222  Second  Street 


IV.  ENVIRONMENTAL  SETTING,  IMPACTS,  AND  MITIGATION  MEASURES 


G  AIR  QUALITY 


Recent  air  pollution  studies  have  shown  an  association  between  respiratory  and  other  non-cancer  health 
effects  and  proximity  to  high  traffic  roadways.  The  ARB  community  health  risk  assessments  and 
regulatory  programs  have  produced  air  quality  information  about  certain  types  of  facilities  for 
consideration  by  local  authorities  when  siting  new  residences,  schools,  day  care  centers,  parks  and 
playgrounds,  and  medical  facilities  (i.e.,  sensitive  land  uses).  Sensitive  land  uses  deserve  special  attention 
because  children,  pregnant  women,  the  elderly,  and  those  with  existing  heahh  problems  are  especially 
vulnerable  to  the  non-cancer  effects  of  air  pollution.  There  is  also  substantial  evidence  that  children  are 
more  sensitive  to  cancer-causing  chemicals. 

In  2000,  the  ARB  approved  a  comprehensive  Diesel  Risk  Reduction  Plan  to  reduce  diesel  emissions  from 
both  new  and  existing  diesel-fueled  vehicles  and  engines.  As  part  of  the  Plan,  the  ARB  in  2008  approved 
a  new  regulation  for  existing  heavy-duty  diesel  vehicles  that  will  require  retrofitting  and  replacement  of 
vehicles  (or  their  engines)  over  time  such  that  by  2023,  all  vehicles  must  have  a  2010  model  year  engine 
or  equivalent.  The  regulation  is  anticipated  to  result  in  an  80  percent  decrease  in  statewide  diesel  health 
risk  in  2020  from  the  2000  risk.^"^  Additional  regulations  apply  to  new  trucks  and  to  diesel  fuel.  With  new 
controls  and  fuel  requirements,  60  trucks  built  in  2007  would  have  the  same  soot  exhaust  emissions  as 
one  truck  buih  in  1988.^^  Despite  these  reductions  ,  the  ARB  recommends  that  proximity  to  sources  of 
DPM  emissions  be  considered  in  the  siting  of  new  sensitive  land  uses  (e.g.,  residences,  schools,  daycare 
centers,  playgrounds,  or  medical  facilities).  The  ARB  notes  that  these  recommendations  are  advisory  and 
should  not  be  interpreted  as  defined  "buffer  zones,"  and  that  local  agencies  must  balance  other 
considerations,  including  housing  and  transportation  needs,  the  benefits  of  urban  infill,  community 
economic  development  priorities,  and  other  quality  of  life  issues.  With  careful  evaluation  of  exposure, 
health  risks,  and  affirmative  steps  to  reduce  risk  where  necessary,  ARB's  position  is  that  infill 
development,  mixed  use,  higher  density,  transit-oriented  development,  and  other  concepts  that  benefit 
regional  air  quality  can  be  compatible  with  protecting  the  health  of  individuals  at  the  neighborhood 
level.^^ 

Greenhouse  Gas  Emissions 

Gases  that  trap  heat  in  the  atmosphere  are  referred  to  as  greenhouse  gases  (GHGs)  because  they  capture 
heat  radiated  from  the  sun  as  it  is  reflected  back  into  the  atmosphere,  much  like  a  greenhouse  does.  The 
accumulation  of  GHGs  has  been  implicated  as  a  driving  force  for  global  climate  change.  Definitions  of 
climate  change  vary  between  and  across  regulatory  authorities  and  the  scientific  community,  but  in 
general  can  be  described  as  the  changing  of  the  earth's  climate  caused  by  natural  fluctuations  and 
anthropogenic  activities  which  alter  the  composition  of  the  global  atmosphere. 


California  Air  Resources  Board,  Air  Quality  and  Land  Use  Handbook:  A  Community  Health  Perspective.  April  2005. 
Available  on  the  internet  at:  http://www.arb.ca.gov/ch/handbook.pdf. 

California  Air  Resources  Board,  "Overview  of  Truck  and  Bus  Regulation  Reducing  Emissions  from  Existing  Diesel 
Vehicles,"  fact  sheet,  February  25,  2009;  and  "Facts  About  Truck  and  Bus  Regulation  Emissions  Reductions  and  Health 
Benefits,"  fact  sheet,  February  25,  2009.  available  on  the  internet  at: 
http://www.arb.ca.gov/msprog/onrdiesel/documents.htm.  Reviewed  October  24.  2009. 
Pollution  Engineering,  New  Diesel  Fuel  Rules  Start,  website  accessed  on  October  30,  2006: 
http://www.pollutioneng.com/CDA/. 

California  Air  Resources  Board,  Air  Quality  and  Land  Use  Handbook;  see  footnote  83,  p.  103. 
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Individual  projects  contribute  to  the  cumulative  effects  of  climate  change  by  emitting  GHGs  during 
demolition,  construction  and  operational  phases.  The  principal  GHGs  are  carbon  dioxide,  methane, 
nitrous  oxide,  ozone,  and  water  vapor.  (Ozone — not  directly  emitted,  but  formed  from  other  gases — in  the 
troposphere,  the  lowest  level  of  the  earth's  atmosphere,  also  contributes  to  the  retention  of  heat.)  While 
the  primary  GHGs  in  the  atmosphere  are  naturally  occurring,  carbon  dioxide  (CO2),  methane,  and  nitrous 
oxide  are  largely  emitted  from  human  activities,  accelerating  the  rate  at  which  these  compounds  occur 
within  the  earth's  atmosphere.  Carbon  dioxide  is  the  "reference  gas"  for  climate  change,  meaning  that 
emissions  of  GHGs  are  typically  reported  in  "carbon  dioxide-equivalenf  (C02-eq)  measures.  Emissions 
of  carbon  dioxide  are  largely  by-products  of  fossil  fuel  combustion,  whereas  methane  results  from  off- 
gassing  associated  with  agricultural  practices  and  landfills.  Other  GHGs,  with  much  greater  heat- 
absorption  potential  than  carbon  dioxide,  include  hydrofluorocarbons,  perfluorocarbons,  and  sulfur 
hexafluoride,  and  are  generated  in  certain  industrial  processes.  There  is  international  scientific  consensus 
that  human-caused  increases  in  GHGs  have  and  will  continue  to  contribute  to  global  warming,  although 
there  is  uncertainty  concerning  the  magnitude  and  rate  of  the  warming.  Potential  global  warming  impacts 
in  California  may  include,  but  are  not  limited  to,  loss  in  snow  pack,  sea  level  rise,  more  extreme  heat  days 
per  year,  more  high  ozone  days,  more  large  forest  fires,  and  more  drought  years. Secondary  effects  are 
likely  to  include  global  rise  in  sea  level,  impacts  to  agriculture,  changes  in  disease  vectors,  and  changes  in 
habitat  and  biodiversity. 

The  California  Air  Resources  Board  (ARB)  estimated  that  in  2006  California  produced  about  485  million 
gross  metric  tons  (about  535  million  U.S.  tons)  of  C02-eq  GHG  emissions. The  ARB  found  that 
transportation  is  the  source  of  38  percent  of  the  State's  GHG  emissions,  followed  by  electricity  generation 
(both  in-state  and  out-of-state)  at  22  percent  and  industrial  sources  at  20  percent.  Commercial  and 
residential  fuel  use  (primarily  for  heating)  accounted  for  9  percent  of  GHG  emissions. In  the  Bay  Area, 
fossil  fuel  consumption  in  the  transportation  sector  (on-road  motor  vehicles,  off-highway  mobile  sources, 
and  aircraft)  is  the  single  largest  source  of  GHG  emissions,  accounting  for  more  than  40  percent  of  the 
Bay  Area's  102.6  million  tons  of  GHG  emissions  in  2007.  Industrial  and  commercial  sources  (including 
office  and  retail  uses)  were  the  second  largest  contributors  of  GHG  emissions  with  about  34  percent  of 
total  emissions.  Electricity  production  accounts  almost  15  percent  of  the  Bay  Area's  GHG  emissions, 
followed  by  domestic  sources  (e.g.,  home  water  heaters,  furnaces,  etc.)  at  6.6  percent.  Oil  refining 
currently  accounts  for  approximately  14  percent  of  the  total  Bay  Area  GHG  emissions. 


California  Air  Resources  Board,  Climate  Change  website 

(http://\v\vw.arbxa.gov/cc'ccei  meetings/I  201 06workshop/intropresl 2106. pdf).  Accessed  January  22,  2010. 
Because  of  the  differential  heat  absorption  potential  of  various  GHGs,  GHG  emissions  are  frequently  measured  in  "carbon 
dioxide-equivalents,"  which  present  a  weighted  average  based  on  each  gas's  heat  absorption  (or  "global  warmmg'*") 
potential.  ^ 

California  Air  Resources  Board,  "California  Greenhouse  Gas  Inventory  for  2000-2006 —  by  Category  as  Defined  in  the 
Scoping  Plan."  http://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/inventorv/data/tables/ghg  inventory  scopingplan  2009-03-13.pdf  Reviewed 
October  18.  2009. 

BAAQMD,  Source  Inventory  of  Bay  Area  Greenhouse  Gas  Emissions:  Base  Year  2007,  December  2008.  Available  on  the 
internet  at: 

http://www.baaqmd.gov/-/media/Files/Planning%20and%20ResearchTEmission%20In\entort'/regionalin\entorv2007  003 
OOP  OOP  OOO.ashx. 
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California  has  taken  a  leadership  role  in  addressing  the  trend  of  increasing  GHG  emissions,  with  the 
passage  in  2006  of  California  Assembly  Bill  32  (AB  32),  the  Global  Warming  Solutions  Act.  This 
legislation  is  discussed  below,  under  Regulatory  Setting. 

Sensitive  Receptors 

Air  quality  does  not  affect  every  individual  in  the  population  in  the  same  way,  and  some  groups  arc  more 
sensitive  to  adverse  health  effects  than  others.  Population  subgroups  sensitive  to  the  health  effects  of  air 
pollutants  include  the  elderly  and  the  young,  population  subgroups  with  higher  rates  of  respiratory  disease 
such  as  asthma  and  chronic  obstructive  pulmonary  disease,  and  populations  with  other  environmental  or 
occupational  health  exposures  (e.g.  indoor  air  quality)  that  affect  cardiovascular  or  respiratory  diseases. 
Land  uses  such  as  schools,  children's  day  care  centers,  parks  and  playgrounds,  hospitals,  and  nursing  and 
convalescent  homes  are  considered  to  be  more  sensitive  than  the  general  public  to  poor  air  quality 
because  the  population  groups  associated  with  these  uses  have  increased  susceptibility  to  respiratory 
distress.  Persons  engaged  in  strenuous  work  or  exercise  also  have  increased  sensitivity  to  poor  air  quality. 
Residential  areas  are  considered  more  sensitive  to  air  quality  conditions  compared  to  commercial  and 
industrial  areas  because  people  generally  spend  longer  periods  of  time  at  their  residences,  with  associated 
greater  exposure  to  ambient  air  quality  conditions.^'  The  nearest  residential  buildings  to  the  project  site 
are  at  199  New  Montgomery  Street  and  246  Second  Street,  each  within  one-half  block  of  the  site.  The 
nearest  licensed  child  care  center  is  on  Hawthorne  Street  near  Folsom  Street,  less  than  one  block  away.*^-^ 
There  are  no  schools,  parks  and  playgrounds,  hospitals,  or  convalescent  homes  in  the  project  vicinity. 

Motor  vehicles  are  responsible  for  a  large  share  of  air  pollution,  especially  in  California.  Epidemiologic 
studies  have  consistently  demonstrated  that  children  and  adults  living  in  proximity  to  freeways  or  busy 
roadways  have  poorer  health  outcomes,  including  increased  asthma  symptoms  and  respiratory  infections 
and  decreased  pulmonary  fiinction  and  lung  development  in  children.  Vehicles  also  contribute  to 
particulates  by  generating  road  dust  and  through  tire  wear. 

Regulatory  Setting 

Air  Quality  Regulations  and  Plans 
Federal  Ambient  Air  Quality  Standards 

The  1970  Clean  Air  Act  (last  amended  in  1990)  requires  that  regional  planning  and  air  pollution  control 
agencies  prepare  a  regional  air  quality  plan  to  outline  the  measures  by  which  both  stationary  and  mobile 
sources  of  pollutants  will  be  controlled  in  order  to  achieve  all  standards  by  the  deadlines  specified  in  the 
Clean  Air  Act.  The  ambient  air  quality  standards  are  intended  to  protect  the  public  health  and  welfare,  and 
they  specify  the  concentration  of  pollutants  (with  an  adequate  margin  of  safety)  to  which  the  public  can 
be  exposed  without  adverse  health  effects.  They  are  designed  to  protect  those  segments  of  the  public  most 


The  factors  responsible  for  variation  in  exposure  are  also  often  similar  to  factors  associated  with  greater  susceptibility  to  air 
quality  health  effects.  For  example,  poorer  residents  may  be  more  likely  to  live  in  crowded  substandard  housing  and  be  more 
likely  to  live  near  industrial  or  roadway  sources  of  air  pollution. 

California  Department  of  Health  Services,  Community  Care  Licensing  Division.  Child  Care  :Licensing  Website  search. 
January  16,  2010.  Available  on  the  internet  at:  http://www.ccld.ca.gov/docs/ccld  search'ccld  search.aspx. 
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susceptible  to  respiratory  distress,  known  as  sensitive  receptors,  including  asthmatics,  the  very  young,  the 
elderly,  people  weak  from  other  illness  or  disease,  or  persons  engaged  in  strenuous  work  or  exercise. 
Healthy  adults  can  tolerate  occasional  exposure  to  air  pollution  levels  that  are  somewhat  above  the 
ambient  air  quality  standards  before  adverse  health  effects  are  observed. 

The  current  attainment  status  for  the  San  Francisco  Bay  Area  Air  Basin  with  respect  to  federal  standards 
is  summarized  in  Table  4.  In  general,  the  Bay  Area  Air  Basin  experiences  low  concentrations  of  most 
pollutants  when  compared  to  federal  standards,  except  for  ozone  and  particulate  matter  (PMioand  PM2.5), 
for  which  standards  are  exceeded  periodically. 

In  June  2004,  the  Bay  Area  was  designated  as  a  marginal  nonattainment  area  of  the  national  8-hour  ozone 
standard.  The  EPA  lowered  the  national  8-hour  ozone  standard  from  0.80  to  0.75  parts  per  million 
effective  May  27,  2008.  EPA  will  issue  final  designations  based  upon  the  new  0.75  ppm  ozone  standard 
by  March  2010.  The  Bay  Area  Air  Basin  is  in  attainment  for  other  criteria  pollutants,  with  the  exception 
of  the  24-hour  standards  for  PM]o  and  PM2.5,  for  which  the  Bay  Area  is  designated  "Unclassified." 

State  Ambient  Air  Quality  Standards 

Although  the  federal  Clean  Air  Act  established  national  ambient  air  quality  standards,  individual  states 
retained  the  option  to  adopt  more  stringent  standards  and  to  include  other  pollution  sources.  California 
had  already  established  its  own  air  quality  standards  when  federal  standards  were  established,  and 
because  of  the  unique  meteorological  problems  in  California,  there  is  considerable  diversity  between  the 
state  and  national  ambient  air  quality  standards,  as  shown  in  Table  4.  California  ambient  standards  tend  to 
be  at  least  as  protective  as  national  ambient  standards  and  are  often  more  stringent. 

In  1 988,  California  passed  the  California  Clean  Air  Act  (California  Health  and  Safety  Code 
Sections  39600  et  seq.),  which,  like  its  federal  counterpart,  called  for  the  designation  of  areas  as 
attainment  or  nonattainment,  but  based  on  state  ambient  air  quality  standards  rather  than  the  federal 
standards.  As  indicated  in  Table  4,  the  Bay  Area  Air  Basin  is  designated  as  "nonattainment"  for  state 
ozone,  PMio,  and  PM2.5  standards.  The  Bay  Area  Air  Basin  is  designated  as  "attainment"  for  most  other 
pollutants  listed  in  the  table. 

Air  Quality  Planning  Relative  to  State  and  Federal  Standards 

In  January  2006,  the  BAAQMD,  in  cooperation  with  the  MTC  and  ABAC,  adopted  the  Bay  Area  2005 
Ozone  Strategy.  The  Ozone  Strategy  is  a  roadmap  showing  how  the  San  Francisco  Bay  Area  will  achieve 
compliance  with  the  state  1  -hour  ozone  standard  as  expeditiously  as  practicable,  and  how  the  region  will 
reduce  transport  of  ozone  and  ozone  precursors  to  neighboring  air  basins.  The  control  strategy  includes 
stationary-source  control  measures  to  be  implemented  through  BAAQMD  regulations;  mobile-source 
control  measures  to  be  implemented  through  incentive  programs  and  other  activities;  and  transportation 
control  measures  to  be  implemented  through  transportation  programs  in  cooperation  with  the  MTC,  local 
governments,  transit  agencies,  and  others.  The  2005  Ozone  Strategy  also  represents  the  Bay  Area's  most 
recent  triennial  assessment  of  the  region's  strategy  to  attain  the  state  one-hour  ozone  standard.  In  this,  the 
2005  Ozone  Strategy  replaces  the  2000  Clean  Air  Plan  (CAP).  Currently,  the  BAAQMD  is  developing  its 
2009  Clean  Air  Plan. 
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TABLE  4 

STATE  AND  FEDERAL  AMBIENT  AIR  QUALITY  STANDARDS 


(State)  SAAQs^ 

(Federal)  NAAQs'' 

Averaging 

Pollutant 

Time 

Standard 

Attainment  Status 

Standard 

Attainment  Status 

Ozone 

1  hour 

0.09  ppm 

N 

NA 

See  Note  c 

8  hour 

0.07  ppnn 

U'^ 

0.075  ppm 

N/Marglnal 

Carbon  Monoxide  (CO) 

1  hour 

20  ppm 

A 

35  ppm 

A 

- 

8  hour 

9  ppm 

A 

9  ppm 

A 

Nitrogen  Dioxide  {NO2) 

1  hour 

0.18  ppm 

A 

NA 

NA 

Annual 

NA 

NA 

0.053  ppm 

A 

Sulfur  Dioxide  (SO2) 

1  hour 

0.25  ppm 

A 

NA 

NA 

24  hour 

0.04  ppm 

A 

0.14  ppm 

A 

Annual 

NA 

NA 

0.03  ppm 

A 

Particulate  Matter  (PMio) 

24  hour 

50  pg/m^ 

N 

150  pg/m^ 

U 

Annual® 

20  pg/m'' 

N 

50  pg/m^ 

A 

Fine  Particulate  Matter 

24  hour 

NA 

NA 

35  pg/m^ 

U 

(PM25) 

Anni  ml 

12  pg/m^ 

N 

1 5  pg/m^ 

A 

Sulfates 

24  hour 

25  pgW 

A 

NA 

NA 

Lead 

30  day 

1.5  pg/m" 

A 

NA 

NA 

Cal.  Quarter 

NA 

NA 

1.5  pgW 

A 

Hydrogen  Sulfide 

1  hour 

0.03  ppm 

U 

NA 

NA 

Visibility-Reducing 
Particles 

8  hour 

See  Note  g 

A 

NA 

NA 

NOTES:  A  =  Attainment;  N  =  Nonattalnment;  U  =  Unclassified;  NA  =  Not  Applicable,  no  applicable  standard;=  ppnn  =  parts  per  million;  pglrvT  = 
micrograms  per  cubic  meter. 

a 

SAAQS  =  state  ambient  air  quality  standards  (California).  SAAQS  for  ozone,  carbon  monoxide  (except  Lake  Tahoe),  sulfur  dioxide  (1-hour  and 
24-hour),  nitrogen  dioxide,  particulate  matter,  and  visibility-reducing  particles  are  values  that  are  not  to  be  exceeded.  All  other  state  standards 
shovifn  are  values  not  to  be  equaled  or  exceeded. 

NAAQS  =  national  ambient  air  quality  standards.  NAAQS,  other  than  ozone  and  particulates,  and  those  based  on  annual  averages  or  annual 
anthmetic  means,  are  not  to  be  exceeded  more  than  once  a  year.  The  8-hour  ozone  standard  is  attained  w/hen  the  three-year  average  of  the  fourth 
highest  daily  concentration  is  0.08  ppm  or  less.  The  24-hour  PMIO  standard  is  attained  when  the  three-year  average  of  the  99th  percentile  of 
monitored  concentrations  is  less  than  the  standard.  The  24-hour  PM2.5  standard  is  attained  when  the  three-year  average  of  the  98th  percentile  is 
less  than  the  standard. 

c 

The  U.S.  EPA  revoked  the  national  1-hour  ozone  standard  on  June  15,  2005. 

d 

This  state  8-hour  ozone  standard  was  approved  in  April  2005  and  became  effective  in  May  2006. 

e 

State  standard  =  annual  geometric  mean;  national  standard  =  annual  arithmetic  mean. 

In  June  2002,  The  California  Air  Resources  Board  (ARB)  established  new  annual  standards  for  PM2.5  and  PM10. 

g 

Statewide  visibility-reducing  particle  standard  (except  Lake  Tahoe  Air  Basin);  Particles  in  sufficient  amount  to  produce  an  extinction  coefficient  of 
0.23  per  kilometer  when  the  relative  humidity  is  less  than  70  percent.  This  standard  is  intended  to  limit  the  frequency  and  seventy  of  visibility 
impairment  due  to  regional  haze  and  is  equivalent  to  a  10-mlle  nominal  visual  range. 

SOURCE;  Bay  Area  Air  Quality  Management  District  (BAAQMD).  Standards  and  Attainment  Status,  May  2006.  Website  Accessed  on  October  28. 

2006:  http://viAivw.baaQmd.qov/pln/air  qualitv/ambient  air  Qualitv.htm. 
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San  Francisco  General  Plan  Air  Quality  Element 

The  Air  Quality  Element  of  the  San  Francisco  General  Plan  is  composed  of  six  sections,  each  of  which 
focuses  on  different  aspects  of  air  quality  improvement  efforts.  In  general,  the  proposed  project  would  be 
consistent  with  the  Air  Quality  Element,  because  it  would  not  result  in  violation  of  federal,  state,  or  local 
air  quality  standards  and  would  be  largely  consistent  with  the  City's  policy  direction  regarding  emphasis 
of  transit  use  over  automobiles  and  energy  conservation,  and  with  the  Downtown  Plan's  encouragement 
of  growth  near  transit. 

Toxic  Air  Contaminants 

In  2005,  the  ARB  approved  a  regulatory  measure  to  reduce  emissions  of  toxic  and  criteria  pollutants  by 
limiting  the  idling  of  new  heavy-duty  diesel  vehicles.  The  regulations  generally  limit  idling  of 
commercial  motor  vehicles  (including  buses  and  trucks)  within  100  feet  of  a  school  or  residential  area  for 
more  than  five  consecutive  minutes  or  periods  aggregating  more  than  five  minutes  in  any  one  hour.^^ 
Buses  or  vehicles  also  must  turn  off  their  engines  upon  stopping  at  a  school  and  must  not  turn  their 
engines  on  more  than  30  seconds  before  beginning  to  depart  from  a  school.  Also,  state  law  SB351 
(adopted  in  2003)  prohibits  locating  public  schools  within  500  feet  of  a  freeway  or  busy  traffic  coiridor. 

Greenhouse  Gases 
Federal  Actions 

In  December  2009,  in  response  to  a  U.S.  Supreme  Court  ruling,  the  federal  Environmental  Protection 
Agency  (EPA)  made  a  finding  under  the  Clean  Air  Act  that  current  and  projected  atmospheric 
concentrations  of  the  six  generally  recognized  GHGs— C02,  methane,  nitrous  oxide,  hydrofluorocarbons, 
perfluorocarbons,  and  sulfur  hexafluoride — "threaten  the  public  health  and  welfare  of  current  and  future 
generations,"  and  that  emissions  of  these  gases  from  new  cars  and  tmcks  "contribute  to  the  greenhouse 
gas  pollution  which  threatens  public  health  and  welfare."^'*  While  not  in  itself  imposing  any  regulatory 
requirements,  this  "endangerment  finding"  under  the  Clean  Air  Act  is  required  before  EPA  can  issue 
regulations,  and  will  allow  the  agency  to  adopt  GHG  emissions  standards  that  it  proposed  in  September 
2009,  in  conjunction  with  new  fuel  economy  standards  simultaneously  proposed  by  the  National  Highway 
Traffic  Safety  Administration  of  U.S.  Department  of  Transportation.  According  to  EPA: 

The  standards  proposed  would  apply  to  passenger  cars,  light-duty  trucks,  and  medium-duty 
passenger  vehicles,  covering  model  years  2012  through  2016.  They  require  these  vehicles  to  meet 
an  estimated  combined  average  emissions  level  of  250  grams  of  carbon  dioxide  (C02)  per  mile  in 
model  year  2016,  equivalent  to  35.5  miles  per  gallon  (mpg)  if  the  automotive  industry  were  to  meet 
this  C02  level  all  through  fuel  economy  improvements.^^ 


There  arc  12  exceptions  to  this  requirement  (e.g.,  emergency  situations,  military,  adverse  weather  conditions,  etc.), 
including:  when  a  vehicle's  power  takeoff  is  bejng  used  to  run  pumps,  blowers,  or  other  equipment;  when  a  vehicle  is  stuck 
in  traffic,  stopped  at  a  light,  or  under  direction  of  a  police  officer;  w  hen  a  vehicle  is  queuing  beyond  100  feet  from  any 
restricted  area;  or  when  an  engine  is  being  tested,  serviced,  or  repaired. 

EPA  website:  http://www.epa.nov/climatechantie/endanKerment.htiTil.  Reviewed  January  8,  2010. 

EPA,  "EPA  and  NU  TSA  Propose  Historic  National  Program  to  Reduce  Greenhouse  Gases  and  Improve  Fuel  Economy  for 
Cars  and  Trucks,"  September  2009.  Available  on  the  EPA  website  at; 
http://www.epa.gov/oms/climate/reuulations/420l"09047a.htm.  Reviewed  January  8.  2010. 
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The  Department  of  Transportation  published  a  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  proposed 
Corporate  Average  Fuel  Economy  (CAFE)  Standards;  the  comment  period  closed  November  9,  2009.^^ 

In  a  related  action,  in  June  2009,  EPA  granted  California  a  waiver  under  the  federal  Clean  Air  Act, 
allowing  the  state  to  impose  its  own,  stricter  GHG  regulations  for  vehicles  beginning  in  2009  (see  below). 

Statewide  Actions 

As  early  as  2002,  with  the  passage  of  Assembly  Bill  1493,  the  California  legislature  directed  ARB  to 
adopt  regulations  to  reduce  greenhouse  gas  (GHG)  emissions  from  cars  and  light  trucks  beginning  in 
2009.  Because  the  so-called  Pavley  standards  (named  for  the  bill's  author,  current  state  Senator  Fran 
Pavley)  would  impose  stricter  standards  than  those  under  the  federal  Clean  Air  Act,  California  applied  to 
the  EPA  for  a  waiver  under  the  Clean  Air  Act;  this  waiver  was  denied  by  the  Bush  Administration.  As 
noted  above,  in  2009,  EPA  granted  the  waiver.  California  has  now  agreed  to  cooperate  with  the  federal 
GHG  and  CAFE  standards  under  development  so  that  there  will  be  a  single  national  standard. 

In  2005,  in  recognition  of  California's  vulnerability  to  the  effects  of  climate  change.  Governor 
Schwarzenegger  established  Executive  Order  S-3-05,  which  sets  forth  a  series  of  target  dates  by  which 
statewide  emission  of  GHGs  would  be  progressively  reduced,  as  follows:  by  2010,  reduce  GHG 
emissions  to  2000  levels;  by  2020,  reduce  GHG  emissions  to  1990  levels;  and  by  2050,  reduce  GHG 
emissions  to  80  percent  below  1990  levels.^^ 

In  2006,  California  passed  the  California  Global  Warming  Solutions  Act  of  2006  (Assembly  Bill  No.  32; 
California  Health  and  Safety  Code  Division  25.5,  Sections  38500,  et  seq.,  or  AB  32),  which  requires  the 
California  Air  Resources  Board  (ARB)  to  design  and  implement  emission  limits,  regulations,  and  other 
measures,  such  that  feasible  and  cost-effective  statewide  GHG  emissions  are  reduced  to  1 990  levels  by 
2020  (representing  a  25  percent  reduction  in  emissions). 

AB  32  establishes  a  timetable  for  the  ARB  to  adopt  emission  limits,  rules,  and  regulations  designed  to 
achieve  the  intent  of  the  Act.  In  order  to  meet  these  goals,  California  must  reduce  its  GHG  emissions  by 
30  percent  below  projected  2020  business  as  usual  emissions  levels,  or  about  10  percent  from  today's 
levels.  On  December  11,  2008,  ARB  approved  a  Scoping  Plan  to  meet  the  2020  GHG  reduction  limits 
outlined  in  AB  32.  The  Scoping  Plan  estimates  a  reduction  of  174  million  metric  tons  (about  191  million 
U.S.  tons)  of  C02-eq.  Approximately  one-third  of  the  emissions  reductions  strategies  fall  within  the 
transportation  sector  and  include  the  following:  California  Light-Duty  Vehicle  GHG  standards,  the  Low 
Carbon  Fuel  Standard,  Heavy-Duty  Vehicle  GHG  emission  reductions  and  energy  efficiency,  and 
medium  and  heavy-duty  vehicle  hybridization,  high  speed  rail,  and  efficiency  improvements  in  goods 
movement.  These  measures  are  expected  to  reduce  GHG  emissions  by  57.3  million  metric  tons 
(63  million  U.S.  tons)  of  COa-eq.  Emissions  from  the  electricity  sector  are  expected  to  reduce  another 

National  Highway  Traffic  Safety  Administration,  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement:  Corporate  Average  Fuel  Economy 
Standards.  Passenger  Cars  and  Light  Trucks,  Model  Years  2012-2016.  September  2009.  A\  ailable  on  the  internet  at: 
http://www.nhtsa.dot.gov/staticfiles/DOT/NHTSA/Rulemaking/Rules/Associated°o20FilesM\^20 12-20 16  DEIS.pdf 
Reviewed  January  8,  2010. 

California  Air  Resources  Board,  Climate  Change  Scoping  Plan:  A  Framework  for  Change.  December  2008.  Available  on 
the  internet  at:  http://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/scopingplarL/document'scopingplandocument.htm.  Accessed  November  3.  2009. 
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49.7  million  metric  tons  (55  million  U.S.  tons)  of  C02-eq.  Reductions  from  the  electricity  sector  include 
building  and  appliance  energy  efficiency  and  conservation,  increased  combined  heat  and  power,  solar 
water  heating  (AB  1470),  the  renewable  energy  portfolio  standard  (33  percent  renewable  energy  by 
2020),  and  the  existing  million  solar  roofs  program.  Other  reductions  are  expected  from  industrial 
sources,  agriculture,  forestry,  recycling  and  waste,  water,  and  emissions  reductions  from  cap-and-trade 
programs.  Regional  GHG  targets  are  also  expected  to  yield  a  reduction  of  5  million  metric  tons 
(5.5  million  U.S.  tons)  of  CO^-eq.^^  Measures  that  could  become  effective  during  project  implementation 
pertain  to  construction-related  equipment  and  building  and  appliance  energy  efficiency.  Some  proposed 
measures  will  require  new  legislation  to  implement,  some  will  require  subsidies,  some  have  already  been 
developed,  and  some  will  require  additional  effort  to  evaluate  and  quantify.  Additionally,  some  emissions 
reductions  strategies  may  require  their  own  environmental  review  under  CEQA  or  the  National 
Environmental  Policy  Act  (NEPA).  Some  applicable  measures  that  are  ultimately  adopted  will  become 
effective  during  construction  and  operation  of  the  proposed  project  and  the  proposed  project  would  be 
subject  to  these  requirements. 

Most  of  the  Scoping  Plan's  GHG  reduction  measures  (excepting  those  for  Agriculture,  Forestiy,  and 
Industry)  are  set  forth  in  Table  5.  While  ARB  has  identified  a  GHG  reduction  target  of  15  percent  from 
current  levels  for  actions  by  local  governments  themselves,  it  has  not  yet  determined  what  amount  of 
GHG  emissions  reductions  it  recommends  from  local  government  land  use  decisions.  However,  the 
Scoping  Plan  does  state  that  successful  implementation  of  the  plan  relies  on  local  governments'  land  use 
planning  and  urban  growth  decisions  because  local  governments  have  primary  authority  to  plan,  zone, 
approve,  and  pennit  land  development  to  accommodate  population  growth  and  the  changing  needs  of 
their  jurisdictions.  ARB  further  acknowledges  that  decisions  on  how  land  is  used  will  have  large  effects 
on  the  GHG  emissions  that  will  result  from  the  transportation,  housing,  industry,  forestry,  water, 
agriculture,  electricity,  and  natural  gas  emission  sectors.  As  can  be  seen  in  Table  5,  many  of  the  measures 
in  the  Scoping  Plan — such  as  implementation  of  increased  fuel  efficiency  for  vehicles  (the  "Pavley" 
standards),  increased  efficiency  in  utility  operations,  and  development  of  more  renewable  energy 
sources — require  statewide  action  by  government,  industry,  or  both.  Some  of  the  measures  are  at  least 
partially  applicable  to  development  projects,  such  as  increasing  energy  efficiency  in  new  construction, 
installation  of  solar  panels  on  individual  building  roofs,  and  a  "green  building"  strategy.  The  City  has 
already  implemented  several  of  these  measures  that  require  local  government  action,  such  as 
implementing  a  Green  Building  Ordinance,  a  Zero  Waste  strategy,  a  Construction  and  Demolition  Debris 
Recovery  Ordinance,  and  a  solar  energy  generation  subsidy  program,  to  realize  meaningful  reductions  in 
GHG  emissions.  (See  discussion  under  Local  Actions,  below.) 

In  addition  to  policy  directly  guided  by  AB  32,  the  legislature  in  2008  passed  Senate  Bill  (SB)  375,  which 
provides  for  regional  coordination  in  land  use  and  transportation  planning  and  funding  to  help  meet  the 
AB  32  GHG  reduction  goals.  SB  375  requires  regional  transportation  plans  developed  by  the  state's 
18  Metropolitan  Planning  Organizations  (in  the  Bay  Area,  the  Metropolitan  Transportation  Commission 
(MTC)),  to  incorporate  a  "sustainable  communities  strategy"  in  their  regional  transportation  plans  that 


Ibid. 
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TABLE  5 

GHG  REDUCTION  MEASURES  IN  ARB  SCOPING  PLAN"" 


Measure 
No. 

Measure  Description 

GHG  Reductions 
(Annual  Million 
Metric  Tons  COze) 

Transportation 

T-1 

Pavley  1  and  II  -  Light  Duty  Vehicle  Greenhouse  Gas  Standards 

31.7 

T-2 

Low  Carbon  Fuel  Standard  (Discrete  Early  Action) 

15 

T-3^ 

Regional  Transportation-Related  Greenhouse  Gas  Targets 

5 

T-4 

Vehicle  Efficiency  Measures 

4.5 

T-5 

Ship  Electrification  at  Ports  (Discrete  Early  Action) 

0.2 

T-6 

Goods  Movement  Efficiency  Measures. 

•  Ship  Electrification  at  Ports 

•  System-Wide  Efficiency  Improvements 

3.5 

T-7 

Heavy-Duty  Vehicle  Greenhouse  Gas  Emission  Reduction  Measure  -  Aerodynamic 
Efficiency  (Discrete  Early  Action) 

0.93 

T-8 

Medium-  and  Heavy-Duty  Vehicle  Hybridization 

0.5 

T-9 

High  Speed  Rail 

1 

Electricity  and  Natural  Gas 

E-1 

Energy  Efficiency  (32,000  GWh  of  Reduced  Demand) 

•  Increased  Utility  Energy  Efficiency  Programs 

•  More  Stringent  Building  &  Appliance  Standards 
Additional  Efficiency  and  Conservation  Programs 

15.2 

E-2 

Increase  Combined  Heat  and  Power  Use  by  30,000  GWh  (Net  reductions  include  avoided 
transmission  line  loss) 

6.7 

E-3 

Renewables  Portfolio  Standard  (33%  by  2020) 

21.3 

E-4 

Million  Solar  Roofs  (including  California  Solar  Initiative,  New  Solar  Homes  Partnership  and 

solar  programs  of  publicly  owned  utilities) 

•  Target  of  3000  MW  Total  Installation  by  2020 

2.1 

CR-1 

Energy  Efficiency  (800  Million  Therms  Reduced  Consumptions) 

•  Utility  Energy  Efficiency  Programs 

•  Building  and  Appliance  Standards 

•  Additional  Efficiency  and  Conservation  Programs 

4.3 

CR-2 

Solar  Water  Heating  (AB  1470  goal) 

0.1 

Green  Buildings 

GB-1 

Green  Buildings 

26 

Recycling  and  Waste 

RW-1 

Landfill  Methane  Control  (Discrete  Early  Action) 

1 

RW-2 

Additional  Reductions  in  Landfill  Methane 

TBDf 

RW-3 

High  Recycling/Zero  Waste 

TBDt 

Water 

W-1 

Water  Use  Efficiency 

1.4t 

W-2 

Water  Recycling 

0.3t 

W-3 

Water  System  Energy  Efficiency 

2.0t 

W-4 

Reuse  Urban  Runoff 

0.2t 

W-5 

Increase  Renewable  Energy  Production 

0.9t 

W-6 

Public  Goods  Charge  (Water) 

TBDt 

Table  excludes  GHG  reduction  measures  for  Agriculture,  Forestry,  and  Industry  (including  high-global  warming  potential  gases). 
This  is  not  the  SB  375  regional  target.  ARB  will  establish  regional  targets  for  each  Metropolitan  Planning  Organization  (MPO)  region  following  the 
input  of  the  regional  targets  advisory  committee  and  a  consultation  process  with  MPOs  and  other  stakeholders  per  SB  375. 
t  GHG  emission  reduction  estimates  are  not  included  in  calculating  the  total  reductions  needed  to  meet  the  2020  target. 

SOURCE:  ARB,  2008e. 
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will  achieve  GHG  emission  reduction  targets  set  by  ARB.  SB  375  also  includes  provisions  for 
streamlined  CEQA  review  for  some  infill  projects  such  as  transit-oriented  development.  MTC's  2013 
RTP  will  be  its  first  plan  subject  to  SB  375. 

SB  375  requires  ARB  to  establish  regional  GHG  reduction  targets  for  GHGs.  ARB  appointed  a  21- 
member  Regional  Targets  Advisory  Committee  to  recommend  factors  to  be  considered  and 
methodologies  used  in  setting  the  regional  goals;  this  committee  provided  its  recommendations  to  ARB  in 
September  2009. 

Local  Actions 

San  Francisco  has  a  history  of  environmental  protection  policies  and  programs  aimed  at  improving  the 
quality  of  life  for  San  Francisco's  residents  and  reducing  impacts  on  the  environment.  The  following 
plans,  policies  and  legislation  demonstrate  San  Francisco's  continued  commitment  to  envirormiental 
protection. 

Transit  First  Policy.  In  1973  San  Francisco  instituted  the  Transit  First  Policy  which  added  Section  16.102 
to  the  City  Charter  with  the  goal  of  reducing  the  City's  reliance  on  freeways  and  meeting  transportation 
needs  by  emphasizing  mass  transportation.  The  Transit  First  Policy  gives  priority  to  public  transit 
investments;  adopts  street  capacity  and  parking  policies  to  discourage  increased  automobile  traffic;  and 
encourages  the  use  of  transit,  bicycling  and  walking  rather  than  use  of  single-occupant  vehicles. 

San  Francisco  Sustainability  Plan.  In  July  1997  the  Board  of  Supervisors  approved  the  Sustainability 
Plan  for  the  City  of  San  Francisco  establishing  sustainable  development  as  a  fundamental  goal  of 
municipal  public  policy. 

The  Electricity  Resource  Plan  (Revised  December  2002).  San  Francisco  adopted  the  Electricity  Resource 
Plan  to  help  address  growing  environmental  health  concerns  in  San  Francisco's  southeast  community, 
home  of  two  power  plants.  The  plan  presents  a  framework  for  assuring  a  reliable,  affordable,  and 
renewable  source  of  energy  for  the  future  of  San  Francisco. 

77?^  Climate  Action  Plan  for  San  Francisco.  In  Februaiy  2002,  the  San  Francisco  Board  of  Supervisors 
passed  the  Greenhouse  Gas  Emissions  Reduction  Resolution  (Number  158-02)  committing  the  City  and 
County  of  San  Francisco  to  a  GHG  emissions  reduction  goal  of  20  percent  below  1990  levels  by  the  year 
2012.  In  September  2004,  the  San  Francisco  Department  of  the  Environment  and  the  Public  Utilities 
Commission  published  the  Climate  Action  Plan  for  San  Francisco:  Local  Actions  to  Reduce  Greenhouse 
Emissions. The  Climate  Action  Plan  provides  the  context  of  climate  change  in  San  Francisco  and 
examines  strategies  to  meet  the  20  percent  GHG  reduction  target.  Although  the  Board  of  Supei-visors  has 
not  fomially  committed  the  City  to  pcrfonn  the  actions  addressed  in  the  Plan,  and  many  of  the  actions 
require  further  development  and  commitment  of  resources,  the  Plan  serves  as  a  blueprint  for  GHG 
emission  reductions,  and  several  actions  hav^  been  implemented  or  are  now  in  progress. 


San  Francisco  Dcparlmcnt  of  the  Environment  and  San  Francisco  Public  Utilities  Commission,  Climate  Action  Plan  for 
San  Francisco,  Local  Actions  to  Reduce  Greenhouse  Emissions,  September  2004. 
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For  example,  because  transportation-related  emissions  represent  half  of  citywide  (and  regional)  GHG 
emissions,  the  Climate  Action  Plan  calls  for  shifting  travel  from  private  automobiles  to  transit,  bicycling, 
and  walking.  As  noted  above,  the  City  has  had  a  Transit  First  Policy  for  more  than  35  years.  Because 
reducing  the  availability  and  increasing  the  cost  of  parking  can  help  reduce  driving  (assuming  that 
alternative  travel  means  are  available),  parking  has  been  limited  in  downtown  buildings  since  the 
Downtown  Plan  and  accompanying  rezoning  were  approved  in  1985  with  a  limit  on  the  amount  of 
parking  in  both  commercial  and  residential  buildings  and  no  required  parking.  More  recently,  the  City  has 
eliminated  required  parking  in  residential  buildings  downtown  and  in  Rincon  Hill  and  placed  limits  on  the 
amount  of  parking  that  can  be  provided,  and  these  parking  limitations  were  subsequently  expanded  to 
Neighborhood  Commercial-Transit  (NCT)  use  districts,  mixed-use  districts  in  the  Eastern 
Neighborhoods,  and  senior  and  affordable  housing  units  except  in  the  lowest-density  residential  use 
districts.  Moreover,  both  the  Better  Neighborhoods  Program  (Market  &  Octavia,  Balboa  Park,  and 
Central  Waterfront  Plans)  and  the  Eastern  Neighborhoods  Rezoning  have  added  to  the  areas  of  the  City 
zoned  for  reduced  parking.  And  in  2009,  the  City  adopted  a  new  Bicycle  Plan  that  calls  for  an  extensive 
expansion  of  bicycle  lanes,  bike  parking,  and  other  facilities  in  an  effort  to  further  encourage  bicycle  use 
in  San  Francisco.  In  the  area  of  energy,  the  City  in  2008  adopted  a  Green  Building  Ordinance  and  a  rebate 
program  to  reduce  the  cost  to  homeowners  and  businesses  of  solar  power  installations.  And  in  the  area  of 
solid  waste,  the  City  has  implemented  a  number  of  programs  to  reduce  GHG  generation  both  by  reducing 
the  amount  of  virgin  materials  used  in  manufacturing  and  curtailing  the  amount  of  GHG  (methane) 
generated  at  landfills.  (These  programs  are  described  further  below.) 

San  Francisco  Municipal  Transportation  Agency 's  Zero  Emissions  2020  Plan.  The  SFMTA's  Zero 
Emissions  2020  plan  focuses  on  the  purchase  of  cleaner  transit  buses  including  hybrid  diesel-electric 
buses.  Under  this  plan  hybrid  buses  will  replace  the  oldest  diesel  buses,  some  dating  back  to  1988.  The 
hybrid  buses  emit  95  percent  less  particulate  matter  (PM,  or  soot)  than  the  buses  they  replace,  they 
produce  40  percent  less  oxides  of  nitrogen  (NOx),  and  they  reduce  GHGs  by  30  percent. 

LEED®  Silver  for  Municipal  Buildings.  In  2004,  the  City  amended  Chapter  7  of  the  Environment  code, 
requiring  all  new  municipal  construction  and  major  renovation  projects  to  achieve  LEED®  Silver 
Certification  from  the  US  Green  Building  Council. 

Zero  Waste.  In  2004,  the  City  of  San  Francisco  committed  to  a  goal  of  diverting  75  percent  of  its  waste 
from  landfills  by  2010,  with  the  ultimate  goal  of  zero  waste  by  2020.  San  Francisco  currently  recovers  69 
percent  of  discarded  material. 

Construction  and  Demolition  Debris  Recovery  Ordinance.  In  2006  the  City  of  San  Francisco  adopted 
Ordinance  No.  27-06,  requiring  all  construction  and  demolition  debris  to  be  transported  to  a  registered 
facility  that  can  divert  a  minimum  of  65  percent  of  the  material  from  landfills.  This  ordinance  applies  to 
all  construction,  demolition  and  remodeling  projects  within  the  City. 

Greenhouse  Gas  Reduction  Ordinance.  In  May  2008,  the  City  of  San  Francisco  adopted  an  ordinance 
amending  the  San  Francisco  Environment  Code  to  establish  City  GHG  emission  targets  and  departmental 
action  plans,  to  authorize  the  Department  of  the  Environment  to  coordinate  efforts  to  meet  these  targets. 
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and  to  make  environmental  findings.  The  ordinance  establishes  the  following  GHG  emission  reduction 
limits  for  San  Francisco  and  the  target  dates  to  achieve  them: 

•  Detennine  1990  City  GHG  emissions  by  2008,  the  baseline  level  with  reference  to  which  target 
reductions  are  set; 

•  Reduce  GHG  emissions  by  25  percent  below  1990  levels  by  2017; 

•  Reduce  GHG  emissions  by  40  percent  below  1990  levels  by  2025;  and 

•  Reduce  GHG  emissions  by  80  percent  below  1990  levels  by  2050. 

The  ordinance  also  specifies  requirements  for  City  departments  to  prepare  departmental  Climate  Action 
Plans  that  assess,  and  report  to  the  Department  of  the  Environment,  GHG  emissions  associated  with  their 
department's  activities  and  activities  regulated  by  them,  and  prepare  recommendations  to  reduce 
emissions.  As  part  of  this,  the  San  Francisco  Planning  Department  is  required  to:  (1)  update  and  amend 
the  City's  applicable  General  Plan  elements  to  include  the  emissions  reduction  limits  set  forth  in  this 
ordinance  and  policies  to  achieve  those  targets;  (2)  consider  a  project's  impact  on  the  City's  GHG 
reduction  limits  specified  in  this  ordinance  as  part  of  its  review  under  CEQA;  and  (3)  work  with  other 
City  departments  to  enhance  the  "transit  first"  policy  to  encourage  a  shift  to  sustainable  modes  of 
transportation  thereby  reducing  emissions  and  helping  to  achieve  the  targets  set  forth  by  this  ordinance. 

Go  Solar  SF.  On  July  1,  2008,  the  San  Francisco  Public  Utilities  Commission  (SFPUC)  launched  their 
"GoSolarSF"  program  to  San  Francisco's  businesses  and  residents,  offering  incentives  in  the  form  of  a 
rebate  program  that  could  pay  for  approximately  half  the  cost  of  installation  of  a  solar  power  system,  and 
more  to  those  qualifying  as  low-income  residents. 

City  of  San  Francisco 's  Green  Building  Ordinance.  On  August  4,  2008,  Mayor  Gavin  Newsom  signed 
into  law  San  Francisco's  Green  Building  Ordinance  for  newly  constructed  residential  and  commercial 
buildings  and  renovations  to  existing  buildings.  The  ordinance  specifically  requires  newly  constructed 
commercial  buildings  over  5,000  square  feet  (sq.  ft.),  residential  buildings  over  75  feet  in  height,  and 
renovations  on  buildings  over  25,000  sq.  ft.  to  be  subject  to  an  unprecedented  level  of  LEED®  and  green 
building  certifications,  which  makes  San  Francisco  the  city  with  the  most  stringent  green  building 
requirements  in  the  nation.  Cumulative  benefits  of  this  ordinance  include  reducing  CO2  emissions  by 
60,000  tons,  saving  220,000  megawatt  hours  of  power,  saving  100  miUion  gallons  of  drinking  water, 
reducing  waste  and  storm  water  by  90  million  gallons  of  water,  reducing  construction  and  demolition 
waste  by  700  million  pounds,  increasing  the  valuations  of  recycled  materials  by  $200  million,  reducing 
automobile  trips  by  540,000,  and  increasing  green  power  generation  by  37,000  megawatt  hours. '^^ 

The  Green  Building  Ordinance  also  continues  San  Francisco's  efforts  to  reduce  the  City's  greenhouse  gas 
emissions  to  20  percent  below  1990  levels  by  the  year  2012,  a  goal  outlined  in  the  City's  2004  Climate 
Action  Plan.  In  addition,  by  reducing  San  Francisco's  emissions,  this  ordinance  also  furthers  the  State's 
efforts  to  reduce  greenhouse  gas  emissions  statewide  as  mandated  by  the  California  Global  Warming 
Solutions  Act  of  2006. 


These  findings  are  contained  within  the  final  Green  Building  Ordinance,  signed  by  the  Mayor  August  4,  2008. 
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The  City  has  also  passed  ordinances  to  reduce  waste  from  retail  and  commercial  operations  and  to  require 
recycling  and  composting  in  residential  and  commercial  buildings.  Ordinance  295-06,  the  Food  Waste 
Reduction  Ordinance,  prohibits  the  use  of  polystyrene  foam  disposable  food  service  ware  and  requires 
biodegradable/compostable  or  recyclable  food  service  ware  by  restaurants,  retail  food  vendors,  City 
Departments  and  City  contractors.  Ordinance  81-07,  the  Plastic  Bag  Reduction  Ordinance,  requires  many 
stores  located  within  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  to  use  compostable  plastic,  recyclable  paper 
and/or  reusable  checkout  bags.  Ordinance  100-09,  the  Mandatory  Recycling  and  Composting  Ordinance, 
requires  everyone  in  San  Francisco  to  separate  their  refiise  into  recyclables,  compostables,  and  trash. 

The  San  Francisco  Planning  Department  and  Department  of  Building  Inspection  have  also  developed  a 
streamlining  process  for  Solar  Photovoltaic  (PV)  Permits  and  priority  permitting  mechanisms  for  projects 
pursuing  LEED®  Gold  Certification. 

The  City's  Planning  Code  reflects  the  latest  smart  growth  policies  and  includes:  electric  vehicle  refueling 
stations  in  city  parking  garages,  bicycle  storage  facilities  for  commercial  and  office  buildings,  and  zoning 
that  is  supportive  of  high  density  mixed-use  infill  development.  The  City's  more  recent  area  plans,  such 
as  Rincon  Hill  and  the  Market  and  Octavia  Area  Plan,  provide  transit-oriented  development  policies.  At 
the  same  time  there  is  also  a  community-wide  focus  on  ensuring  San  Francisco's  neighborhoods  as 
"livable"  neighborhoods,  including  the  Transit  Effectiveness  Plan  and  the  Bicycle  Plan,  all  of  which 
promote  alternative  transportation  options.  And  the  San  Francisco  Environment  Code  (Sec.  421)  requires 
employers  of  20  or  more  to  provide  employees  with  transit  benefits,  such  as  a  Muni  Fast  Pass,  Commuter 
Check,  or  similar  financial  support. 

Each  of  the  policies  and  ordinances  discussed  above  include  measures  that  would  decrease  the  amount  of 
GHGs  emitted  into  the  atmosphere  and  decrease  San  Francisco's  overall  contribution  to  climate  change. 

The  Bay  Area  Air  Quality  Management  District  (BAAQMD),  in  the  draft  2009  update  of  its  CEQA 
Guidelines,  has  outlined  the  features  that  are  required  for  a  Climate  Action  Plan  to  be  considered 
consistent  with  the  State's  GHG  reduction  goals  as  codified  through  AB  32.  Projects  that  are  consistent 
with  such  "qualified  Climate  Action  Plans"  can  be  found  to  have  a  less-than-significant  impact  in  terms 
of  GHG  emissions  and  chmate  change.  BAAQMD  standards  for  a  qualified  Climate  Action  Plan  (CAP) 
include  a  GHG  inventory  for  existing  years  and  2020  (as  well  as  1990  if  relevant  to  reduction  targets);  an 
adopted  GHG  reduction  goal  of  (a)  1990  GHG  emission  levels,  (b)  15  percent  below  2008  emission 
levels,  or  (c)  28  percent  below  a  2020  "business  as  usual"  forecast;  identification  of  feasible  reduction 
measures  to  meet  the  identified  target;  application  of  relevant  reduction  measures  included  in  the  AB  32 
Scoping  Plan  to  the  local  jurisdiction;  quantification  of  each  measure's  effectiveness  in  GHG  reduction; 
identification  of  implementation  steps  and  financing  mechanisms;  interim  monitoring  procedures;  and 
identification  of  responsible  parties  and  a  schedule  for  implementation.  In  addition,  a  qualified  CAP  must 
have  undergone  CEQA  review.  Because  few  local  agencies  have  completed  all  of  these  steps,  BAAQMD 
recognizes  that  a  local  agency  can  demonstrate  equivalency  with  a  qualified  CAP  if  its  climate  change 
ordinances,  policies,  and  programs  are  consistent  with  AB  32  and  include  requirements  or  feasible 
measures  to  reduce  GHG  emissions  to  1990  levels,  15  percent  below  2008  levels,  or  28  percent  below  a 
2020  "business  as  usual"  forecast. 
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Given  the  City's  adopted  ordinances,  policies,  and  programs,  and  the  fact  that  the  City's  CAP  calls  for  a 
reduction  in  GHG  emissions  to  20  percent  below  1990  levels  by  the  year  2012,  the  Climate  Action  Plan 
for  San  Francisco  is  likely  to  be  considered  a  "qualified  Climate  Action  Plan"  as  defined  by  the 
BAAQMD. 

Project  Design  Features  to  Minimize  Emissions,  Including  GHGs 

The  proposed  project  would  be  required  to  comply  with  the  local  ordinances  and  regulations  discussed 
above,  including  the  Green  Building  Ordinance  and  Mandatory  Recycling  and  Composting  Ordinance 
and  employer  provision  of  transit  benefits  to  employees,  as  well  as  the  Planning  Code  limitation  on  the 
amount  of  on-site  parking  and  Planning  Code  requirements  for  the  provision  of  bicycle  parking  and 
showers  and  lockers;  transportation  management  and  transportation  brokerage  services;  and  planting  of 
street  trees;  as  well  as  transit  development  impact  fees  under  Article  38  of  the  Administrative  Code.  In 
addition,  as  noted  in  the  Project  Description,  the  project  is  proposed  for  LEED  Gold  (Version  2.2) 
certification,  which  would  reduce  energy  consumption  and  water  use  (and  thereby  reduce  emissions  from 
electricity  production  and  consumption  of  natural  gas  for  heating)  to  levels  below  what  would  otherwise 
be  used  with  traditional  construction. 

Impacts 

Significance  Criteria 

The  proposed  project  would  have  a  significant  air  quality  impact  if  it  were  to: 

•  Conflict  with  or  obstruct  implementation  of  the  applicable  air  quality  plan; 

•  Violate  any  air  quality  standard  or  contribute  substantially  to  an  existing  or  projected  air  quality 
violation; 

•  Result  in  a  cumulatively  considerable  net  increase  of  any  criteria  pollutant  for  which  the  project 
region  is  in  nonattainment  under  an  applicable  federal  or  state  ambient  air  quality  standard 
(including  releasing  emissions  that  exceed  quantitative  thresholds  for  ozone  precursors); 

•  Expose  sensitive  receptors  to  substantial  pollutant  concentrations; 

•  Create  objectionable  odors  affecting  a  substantial  number  of  people; 

•  Conflict  with  San  Francisco's  Climate  Action  Plan  such  that  it  would  impede  implementation  of  the 
local  GHG  reduction  goals  established  by  San  Francisco's  Greenhouse  Gas  Reduction  Ordinance; 
or 

•  Conflict  with  the  state  goal  of  reducing  GHG  emissions  in  California  to  1 990  levels  by  2020,  as  set 
forth  by  the  timetable  established  in  AB  32  (California  Global  Warming  Solutions  Act  of  2006), 
such  that  the  project's  GHG  emissions  would  result  in  a  substantial  contribution  to  global  climate 
change. 

For  project-level  impact  analysis,  the  BAAQMD  recommends  various  thresholds  and  tests  of 
significance.  For  ROG,  NOx  and  PMio,  a  net  increase  of  80  pounds  per  day  is  considered  significant, 
while  for  CO,  an  increase  would  be  considered  significant  if  it  leads  to  or  contributes  to  CO 
concentrations  exceeding  the  State  Ambient  Air  Quality  Standard.  Generally,  if  a  project  results  in  an 
increase  in  ROG,  NOx,  or  PMio  of  more  than  80  pounds  per  day,  then  it  would  also  be  considered  to 
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contribute  considerably  to  a  significant  cumulative  effect.  For  projects  that  would  not  lead  to  a  significant 
increase  of  ROG,  NOx,  or  PMio  emissions,  the  cumulative  effect  is  evaluated  based  on  a  determination  of 
the  consistency  of  the  project  with  the  current  regional  Clean  Air  Plan,  the  Bay  Area  2005  Ozone 
Strategy. 

As  of  January  2010,  BAAQMD  is  preparing  an  update  to  its  CEQA  Guidelines.  The  District  board  held 
public  hearings  in  November  and  December  2009  and  January  2010,  and  is  tentatively  scheduled  to  adopt 
the  updated  Guidelines  in  April  2010.  Although  not  yet  adopted,  the  proposed  Guidelines  are  discussed  in 
this  EIR  for  informational  purposes. 

Under  the  proposed  ^/i^^MD  CEQA  Guidelines  published  December  2009,'°'  the  significance 
thresholds  for  criteria  pollutants  would  be  adjusted  as  follows:  for  exJiaust  emissions  of  ROG,  NOx  and 
PM2,5,  a  net  increase  of  54  pounds  per  day  would  be  considered  significant,  while  for  PMio,  a  net  increase 
of  82  pounds  per  day  would  be  considered  significant.  For  CO,  an  increase  would  be  considered 
significant  if  it  leads  to  or  contributes  to  CO  concentrations  exceeding  the  State  Ambient  Air  Quality 
Standard,  although  quantification  would  not  required  if  a  project  is  consistent  with  the  local  congestion 
management  program  and  plans  and  traffic  volumes  at  affected  intersections  are  below  24,000  vehicles 
per  hour. 

Methodology 

Project-related  air  quality  impacts  fall  into  two  categories:  short-term  impacts  due  to  construction,  and 
long-term  impacts  due  to  project  operation.  First,  during  project  construction,  the  project  would  affect 
local  particulate  concentrations  primarily  due  to  fugitive  dust  sources,  as  well  as  construction  equipment 
exhaust.  Over  the  long  term,  the  project  would  result  in  an  increase  in  emissions  primarily  due  to 
increased  motor  vehicle  trips.  On-site  stationary  sources  (such  as  natural  gas  boilers  for  water  and  space 
heating)  and  area  sources  (such  as  landscaping  and  use  of  consumer  products)  would  result  in  lesser 
quantities  of  pollutant  emissions. 

For  construction  phase  impacts,  BAAQMD  does  not  currently  require  quantification  of  construction 
emissions,  but  recommends  that  significance  be  based  on  a  consideration  of  the  control  measures  to  be 
implemented. '^2 

Operational  emissions  of  criteria  air  pollutants  were  estimated  using  the  URBEMIS  2007  model  (version 
9.2.4)  for  the  expected  project  buildout  and  compared  to  BAAQMD  significance  thresholds.  The  model 
combines  information  on  trip  generation  with  vehicular  emissions  data  specific  to  different  types  of  trips 
in  the  San  Francisco  area  (liome-to-work,  work-other,  etc.)  from  the  ARB's  EMFAC  2007  BURDEN 


BAAQMD,  California  Environmental  Quality  Act  (CEQA)  Air  Quality  Guidelines,  draft,  December  2009.  Available  on  the 
inteniet  at: 

http://www.baaqrnd.gOv/~/rnedia/Files/Planriing%20and%20Research/CEQA/Draft%20BAAQMD%20CEQA%20Guidelin 
es  Dec%207%202009.ashx. 

BAAQMD,  CEQA  Guidelines  (see  footnote  75,  p.  100).  The  BAAQMD's  draft  revised  Guidelines  (footnote  101 ) 
recommend  quantitative  thresholds  for  construction  exhaust  emissions  but  qualitative  analysis  for  emissions  of  dust,  which 
is  to  be  managed  through  appropriate  control  measures. 
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model  10  create  an  estimated  daily  emissions  burden  for  travel  within  the  San  Francisco  Bay  Area  Air 
Basin.  The  resulting  quantification  is  compared  against  the  BAAQMD's  recommended  thresholds. 

For  greenhouse  gas  (GHG)  emissions,  quantification  is  undertaken  using  a  combination  of  the 
URBEMIS  2007  model  and  other  emissions  factors. 

Localized  CO  concentrations  near  congested  intersections  were  analyzed  using  a  screening  model  based 
on  Caltrans'  CAL1NE4  program.  The  BAAQMD  recommends  evaluation  of  localized  carbon  monoxide 
concentrations  for  projects  in  which:  1 )  vehicle  emissions  of  CO  would  exceed  550  pounds  per  day; 
2)  project  traffic  would  affect  intersections  or  roadway  links  operating  at  Level  of  Service  (LOS)  D,  E  or 
F  or  would  cause  LOS  to  decline  to  D,  E  or  F;  or  3)  project  traffic  would  increase  traffic  volumes  on 
nearby  roadways  by  10  percent  or  more.  The  proposed  project  would  neither  result  in  CO  emissions  in 
excess  of  550  pounds  per  day,  nor  would  it  increase  traffic  volumes  on  nearby  roadways  by  10  percent  or 
more.  However,  the  project  would  affect  three  study  intersections  that  currently  operate  at  LOS  E  or  F  in 
the  p.m.  peak  hour,  as  well  as  four  that  operate  at  LOS  D,  and  therefore  a  separate  CO  analysis  was 
undertaken. 

Impact  Analysis 

The  proposed  project  would  include  office  and  restaurant/retail  uses  not  typically  associated  with  noxious 
odors.  Although  restaurant  space  could  include  one  or  more  ventilation  fans,  the  nearest  sensitive 
receptors  a."e  nearly  200  feet  fi^om  the  proposed  restaurant/retail  space.  Therefore,  the  project  would  not 
create  objectionable  odors  affecting  a  substantial  number  of  people,  and  odors  are  not  discussed  further  in 
this  section. 

Construction  Air  Quality  Impacts 

Impact  AQ-1:  Project  construction  would  not  conflict  with  air  quality  plans,  violate  air  quality 
standards,  or  expose  sensitive  receptors  to  substantial  pollutant  concentrations,  either  individually 
or  cumulatively.  (Less  than  Significant) 

Demolition,  grading  and  new  construction  activities  would  temporarily  affect  local  air  quality  during  the 
project's  proposed  21 -month  construction  schedule,  causing  temporary  increases  in  particulate  dust  and 
other  pollutants.  Emissions  generated  from  construction  activities  include  dust  (including  PMio  and 
PM2  5)'^^  primarily  from  "fugitive"  sources,  combustion  emissions  of  criteria  air  pollutants  (reactive 
organic  gases  [ROG],  nitrogen  oxides  [NOx],  carbon  monoxide  [CO],  sulfur  oxides  [SOx],  and  PMio  and 
PM:  5)  primarily  from  operation  of  construction  equipment  and  worker  vehicles,  and  evaporative 
emissions  (ROG)  from  asphalt  paving  and  architectural  coating  applications. 

For  fugitive  dust,  the  BAAQMD  recommends  a  "best  management  practices"  approach  for  dust  control. 
Project-related  demolition,  excavation,  grading  and  other  construction  activities  may  cause  wind-blown 
dust  that  could  contribute  particulate  matter  into  the  local  atmosphere.  Although  there  are  federal 


Particles  that  arc  10  microns  or  less  in  diameter  and  2.5  microns  or  less  in  diameter,  respectively. 
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Standards  for  air  pollutants  and  implementation  of  state  and  regional  air  quality  control  plans,  air 
pollutants  continue  to  have  impacts  on  human  health  throughout  the  country.  California  has  found  that 
particulate  matter  exposure  can  cause  health  effects  at  lower  levels  than  national  standards.  The  current 
health  burden  of  particulate  matter  demands  that,  where  possible,  public  agencies  take  feasible  available 
actions  to  reduce  sources  of  particulate  matter  exposure.  According  to  the  California  Air  Resources 
Board,  reducing  ambient  particulate  matter  from  1998  -  2000  levels  to  natural  background  concentrations 
in  San  Francisco  would  prevent  over  200  premature  deaths. 

Dust  can  be  an  irritant  causing  watering  eyes  or  irritation  to  the  lungs,  nose  and  throat.  Demolition, 
excavation,  grading  and  other  construction  activities  can  cause  wind-blown  dust  to  add  to  particulate 
matter  in  the  local  atmosphere.  Depending  on  exposure,  adverse  health  effects  can  occur  due  to  this 
particulate  matter  in  general  and  also  due  to  specific  contaminants  such  as  lead  or  asbestos  that  may  be 
constituents  of  soil. 

In  response,  the  San  Francisco  Board  of  Supervisors  approved  a  series  of  amendments  to  the 
San  Francisco  Building  and  Health  Codes  generally  referred  hereto  as  the  Construction  Dust  Control 
Ordinance  (Ordinance  176-08,  effective  July  30,  2008)  with  the  intent  of  reducing  the  quantity  of  dust 
generated  during  site  preparation,  demolition  and  construction  work  in  order  to  protect  the  health  of  the 
general  public  and  of  onsite  workers,  minimize  public  nuisance  complaints,  and  to  avoid  orders  to  stop 
work  by  the  Department  of  Building  Inspection  (DBI). 

The  Ordinance  requires  that  all  site  preparation  work,  demolition,  or  other  construction  activities  within 
San  Francisco  that  have  the  potential  to  create  dust  or  to  expose  or  disturb  more  than  10  cubic  yards  or 
500  square  feet  of  soil  comply  with  specified  dust  control  measures  whether  or  not  the  activity  requires  a 
permit  from  DBI.  The  Director  of  DBI  may  waive  this  requirement  for  activities  on  sites  less  than  one 
half-acre  that  are  unlikely  to  result  in  any  visible  wind-blown  dust. 

The  project  sponsor  and  the  contractor  responsible  for  construction  activities  at  the  project  site  shall  use 
the  following  practices  to  control  construction  dust  on  the  site  or  other  practices  that  result  in  equivalent 
dust  control  that  are  acceptable  to  the  Director  of  DBI.  Dust  suppression  activities  may  include  watering 
all  active  construction  areas  sufficiently  to  prevent  dust  from  becoming  airborne;  increased  watering 
frequency  may  be  necessary  whenever  wind  speeds  exceed  1 5  miles  per  hour.  Reclaimed  water  must  be 
used  if  required  by  Article  21,  Section  1 100  et  seq.  of  the  San  Francisco  Public  Works  Code.  If  not 
required,  reclaimed  water  should  be  used  whenever  possible.  Contractors  shall  provide  as  much  water  as 
necessary  to  control  dust  (without  creating  run-off  in  any  area  of  land  clearing,  and/or  earth  movement. 
During  excavation  and  dirt-moving  activities,  contractors  shall  wet  sweep  or  vacuum  the  streets, 
sidewalks,  paths  and  intersections  where  work  is  in  progress  at  the  end  of  the  workday.  Inactive 
stockpiles  (where  no  disturbance  occurs  for  more  than  seven  days)  greater  than  1 0  cubic  yards  or 
500  square  feet  of  excavated  materials,  backfill  material,  import  material,  gravel,  sand,  road  base,  and  soil 
shall  be  covered  with  a  10  millimeter  (0.01  inch)  polyethylene  plastic  (or  equivalent)  tarp,  braced  down, 
or  use  other  equivalent  soil  stabihzation  techniques. 
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For  project  sites  greater  than  one  half-acre  in  size,  such  as  the  proposed  222  Second  Street  project,  the 
Ordinance  requires  that  the  project  sponsor  submit  a  Dust  Control  Plan  for  approval  by  the  San  Francisco 
Health  Department.  DBl  will  not  issue  a  building  permit  without  written  notification  from  the  Director  of 
Public  Health  that  the  applicant  has  a  site-specific  Dust  Control  Plan,  unless  the  Director  waives  the 
requirement.  Interior-only  tenant  improvements,  even  if  over  one-half  acre,  that  will  not  produce  exterior 
visible  dust  are  exempt  from  the  site-specific  Dust  Control  Plan  requirement. 

Site-specific  Dust  Control  Plans  shall  require  the  project  sponsor  to:  submit  a  map  to  the  Director  of 
Public  Health  showing  all  sensitive  receptors  within  1000  feet  of  the  site;  wet  down  areas  of  soil  at  least 
three  times  per  day;  provide  an  analysis  of  wind  direction  and  install  upwind  and  downwind  particulate 
dust  monitors;  record  particulate  monitoring  results;  hire  an  independent,  third  party  to  conduct 
inspections  and  keep  a  record  of  those  inspections;  establish  shut-down  conditions  based  on  wind,  soil 
migration,  etc.;  establish  a  hotline  for  surrounding  community  members  who  may  be  potentially  affected 
by  project-related  dust;  limit  the  area  subject  to  construction  activities  at  any  one  time;  install  dust 
curtains  and  windbreaks  on  the  property  lines,  as  necessary;  limit  the  amount  of  soil  in  hauling  trucks  to 
the  size  of  the  tmck  bed  and  securing  with  a  tarpaulin;  enforce  a  15  mph  speed  limit  for  vehicles  entering 
and  exiting  construction  areas;  sweep  affected  streets  with  water  sweepers  at  the  end  of  the  day;  install 
and  utilize  wheel  washers  to  clean  truck  tires;  terminate  construction  activities  when  winds  exceed 
25  miles  per  hour;  apply  soil  stabilizers  to  inactive  areas;  and  sweep  adjacent  streets  to  reduce  particulate 
emissions.  The  project  sponsor  would  be  required  to  designate  an  individual  to  monitor  compliance  with 
dust  control  requirements. 

These  regulations  and  procedures  set  forth  by  the  San  Francisco  Building  Code  would  ensure  that 
potential  dust-related  air  quality  impacts  would  be  reduced  to  a  level  of  insignificance. 

The  BAAQMD  neither  recommends  quantified  analysis  of  cumulative  construction  emissions  nor 
provides  thresholds  of  significance  that  could  be  used  to  assess  cumulative  construction  emissions.  The 
construction  industry,  in  general,  is  an  existing  source  of  emissions  within  the  Bay  Area.  Construction 
equipment  operates  at  one  site  on  a  short-term  basis  and,  when  finished,  moves  on  to  a  new  construction 
site.  Because  construction  acti\  ities  would  be  temporary,  the  contribution  to  the  cumulative  context  is  so 
small  as  to  be  virtually  immeasurable,  and  as  all  of  the  appropriate  and  feasible  construction-related 
measures  recommended  by  the  BAAQMD  would  be  implemented,  and  the  contribution  of  construction 
emissions  associated  with  the  proposed  project  would  not  be  cumulatively  considerable. 

Regional  Air  Quality  Impacts 

Impact  AQ-2:  Project  operation  would  not  conflict  with  air  qualit>'  plans,  violate  air  quality 
standards,  or  expose  sensitive  receptors  to  substantial  pollutant  concentrations  with  respect  to 
regional  pollutants,  cither  individually  or  cumulatively.  (Less  than  Signiflcant) 

As  shown  in  Table  6,  emission  increases  attributable  to  the  proposed  project  would  be  substantially  below 
the  significance  thresholds  established  by  the  BAAQMD.  Therefore,  the  project's  regional  effects  of 
criteria  pollutant  emissions  would  be  less  than  significant. 
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TABLE  6 

ESTIMATED  DAILY  REGIONAL  EMISSIONS  (2012) 


Projected  Emissions  (Pounds  per  Day)  ^ 

ROG  NOx            CO           SOx  PM,o  PM25 

Project  Stationary-Source  Emissions 
Project  Mobile-Source  (Vehicle)  Emissions 
TOTAL 

BAAQMD  Threshold  (existing)                                        80  80            550^  80  80  80 

Proposed  BAAQIVTO  Threshold                                       54  54              -  -  82  54 


NOTES: 

^  Emission  factors  were  generated  by  the  URBEMIS  2007  (v.  9.2.4)  model  for  San  Francisco  County,  and  assume  a  default  vehicle  mix.  All  daily 

estimates  are  the  average  of  summer  and  winter  conditions. 
^  Columns  may  not  total  due  to  rounding. 
When  this  threshold  Is  exceeded,  a  detailed  CO  analysis  is  required.  See  Table  7  for  CO  analysis. 

SOURCE:  Environmental  Science  Associates.  2009. 
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In  terms  of  cumulative  air  quality  effects,  the  proposed  project  \\  ould  be  generally  consistent  with  the 
San  Francisco  General  Plan,  which  does  not  project  a  population  increase  in  excess  of  that  forecast  in  the 
Ba}'  Area  2005  Ozone  Strategy.  Additionally,  the  General  Plan.  Planning  Code,  and  City  Charter 
implement  various  Transportation  Control  Measures  identified  in  the  2005  Ozone  Strategy  through  the 
City's  Transit  First  Program,  bicycle  parking  requirements,  transit  de\  elopment  impact  fees  applicable  to 
commercial  uses,  and  other  actions.  In  light  of  the  abo\  e.  the  project  \\  ould  not  contribute  considerably  to 
cumulati\  e  air  qualit}^  impacts,  nor  w  ould  it  interfere  \\  ith  implementation  of  the  2005  Ozone  Strategy-  or 
the  2001  Ozone  Attainment  Plan,  which  are  the  applicable  regional  air  qualit\'  plans  de\  eloped  to  impro\  e 
air  quality-  towards  attaining  the  state  and  federal  ambient  air  qualit}  standards.  respecti\  ely.  Although  the 
BAAQMD  screening  threshold  for  CO  of  550  pounds  per  da\'  would  not  be  exceeded,  the  project  would 
contribute  traffic  to  intersections  that  would  operate  at  unacceptable  levels  of  ser\  ice.  Therefore,  a 
detailed  CO  analysis  was  conducted  at  three  study  intersections  where  traffic  \  olumes  would  be  greatest 
(see  Table  7  and  impact  discussion  below ). 

Local  Air  Quality  Impacts 

Impact  AQ-3:  Project  operation  would  not  conflict  with  air  quality  plans,  violate  air  quality 
standards,  or  expose  sensitive  receptors  to  substantial  pollutant  concentrations  with  respect  to  local 
pollutants,  either  individually  or  cumulatively.  (Less  than  Significant) 

Carbon  Monoxide 

As  noted,  three  of  the  study  intersections  operate  at  LOS  E  or  F  in  the  p.m.  peak  hour  under  existing 
conditions:  Fourth  Harrison  Streets  and  Second  Harrison  Streets  (both  LOS  E).  and  First  Harrison  Streets 
(LOS  F).  Additionally,  the  intersections  of  Hawthorne  Folsom  Streets.  Second  Folsom  Streets,  New 
Montgomery/Howard  Streets,  and  Third/Mission  Streets  operate  at  LOS  D. 
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TABLE  7 

ESTIMATED  EXISTING  AND  FUTURE  CO  CONCENTRATIONS  AT  SELECTED  INTERSECTIONS 


Concentrations  (ppm) 


Averaging         Standard  Existing  plus  2025 

Intersection  Time  (hrs.)  (ppm)  Existing  Project  Cumulative 


Second  Street  /  Folsom  Street  1  20  4.5  5.1  3.3 

(PM  Peak  Hour)  8  9  3.3  4.0  2.4 

Second  Street  /  Harrison  Street  1  20  4.8  5.3  3.4 

(PM  Peak  Hour)  8  9  3.6  4.1  2.5 

Fourth  Street  /  Harrison  Street  1  20  5.3  5.4  3.3 

(PM  Peak  Hour)  8  9  3.9  3.9  2.5 


Concentrations  relate  to  a  location  at  ttie  edge  of  ttie  roadways  ttiat  form  ttie  intersection.  Ttie  carbon  monoxide  analysis  focuses  on  tine  weekday 
afternoon  (p.m.)  peak-tiour  because  the  project's  effects  on  traffic  congestion  and  related  carbon  monoxide  concentrations  are  greatest  during  ttiose 
penods.  The  BAAQMD  manual  CO  screening  model  was  used  to  develop  these  estimates  based  on  peak-hour  traffic  volumes  prepared  for  this 
report.  One-hour-average  concentrations  include  background  values  of  2.9  parts  per  million  (ppm)  for  2009  and  2013  (estimated  date  of  project 
completion),  and  1.8  ppm  in  2025.  and  eight-hour  average  concentrations  include  background  values  of  2.2  ppm  in  2009  and  2013,  and  1.1  ppm  in 
2025. 

SOURCE:  Environmental  Science  Associates,  2009. 


Of  the  intersections  where  existing  operations  are  unacceptable  (LOS  E  or  F),  project  traffic  would  add 
124  peak-hour  vehicles  to  Second/Harrison  Streets,  43  to  First/Harrison,  and  39  to  Fourth/Harrison.  The 
project  would  add  10  vehicles  to  Hawthome/Folsom  Streets,  148  vehicles  to  the  intersection  of 
Second/Folsom  Streets,  81  vehicles  to  New  Montgomery /Howard  Streets,  and  37  vehicles  to 
Third/Mission  Streets.  Of  these  intersections,  Second/Folsom  Streets  would  see  a  deterioration  in 
LOS  (D  to  E)  due  to  project  traffic  and  would  see  the  greatest  increase  in  traffic  due  to  the  proposed 
project.  Second/Harrison  Streets  would  also  be  adversely  affected  by  a  substantial  increase  in  project 
traffic  and  would  have  the  greatest  overall  traffic  volume.  Accordingly,  a  detailed  CO  impact  analysis 
was  conducted  at  these  two  intersections,  as  well  as  the  Fourth/Harrison  Streets  intersection,  which  has 
the  greatest  existing  volumes,  to  determine  whether  the  project  would  result  in  an  adverse  impact.  A 
BAAQMD  screening  approach,  which  is  based  on  the  CALINE4  model,  was  used  to  estimate 
CO  concentrations  along  these  roadway  links.  CO  concentrations  were  calculated  at  the  edge  of  each 
roadway  to  determine  potential  impacts  based  on  worst-case  conditions  (peak  hour  traffic  and  theoretical 
minimum  atmospheric  mixing). 

Significance  of  localized  CO  emissions  from  mobile  sources  is  determined  by  modeling  the  ambient 
CO  concentration  under  project  (2009)  and  future  cumulative  (2025)  conditions,  and  comparing  the 
resulting  one-hour  and  eight-hour  concentrations  to  the  respective  state  and  federal  CO  standards.  This 
comparison  is  presented  in  Table  7.  The  analysis  indicates  that  the  state  and  federal  one-hour  and 
eight-hour  standards  for  CO  would  not  be  violated  at  study  intersections  during  worst-case  atmospheric 
conditions  (wintertime  conditions  when  CO  concentrations  are  typically  greatest).  Modeling  results 
indicate  that  CO  concentrations  will  decrease  in  the  future  due  to  attrition  of  older,  high  polluting 
vehicles,  improvements  in  the  overall  automobile  fleet,  and  improved  fuel  mixtures  (as  a  result  of 
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ongoing  state  and  federal  emissions  standards  and  programs  for  on-road  motor  vehicles).  Therefore,  the 
proposed  project  would  have  a  less-than-significant  impact  on  local  air  quality. 

Diesel  Particulate  Matter  Exposure,  PM2.5,  and  Health  Effects 

As  noted  in  the  setting,  diesel  particulate  matter  (DPM)  is  a  toxic  air  contaminant  and  the  ARB 
recommends  that  proximity  to  sources  of  DPM  emissions  be  considered  in  the  siting  of  new  development. 
Among  other  things,  ARB  advises  that  new  sensitive  land  uses  (e.g.,  residences,  schools,  daycare  centers, 
playgrounds,  or  medical  facilities)  not  be  located  within  500  feet  of  a  freeway  or  urban  roads  carrying 
100,000  vehicles  per  day.  The  San  Francisco  Department  of  Public  Health  likewise  recommends  air 
quality  modeling  for  sensitive  land  uses  in  such  circumstances.  The  proposed  project  would  not  include 
any  such  sensitive  land  uses,  and  because  the  proposed  project  would  develop  office  and  restaurant/retail 
uses,  which  are  not  considered  sensitive  receptors,  the  project  would  not  result  in  adverse  effects  with 
regard  to  generating  increased  exposure  of  sensitive  receptors  to  DPM  or  PM2.5. 

Greenhouse  Gas  Emissions 

Impact  AQ-4:  Project  operation  would  not  conflict  with  air  quality  planning  concerning  reduction 
of  greenhouse  gas  emissions.  (Less  than  Significant) 

In  its  proposed  CEQA  Guidelines  (December  2009),  the  BAAQMD  recommends  that  the  determination 
of  the  significance  of  a  project's  contribution  to  climate  change  be  evaluated  by  comparing  the  project  to 
the  applicable  jurisdiction's  Climate  Action  Plan  or  equivalent  policy  framework;  where  the  project  is 
found  consistent,  the  project  would  have  a  less-than-significant  impact.  In  the  absence  of  such  a 
conclusion,  the  BAAQMD  recommends  a  quantitative  threshold  of  1,100  metric  tons  per  year  or  a 
"service  population"  (residents  plus  employees)  threshold  of  4.6  metric  tons  per  year  per  person.^O'^ 

This  evaluation  relies  on  the  proposed  BAAQMD  approach  to  determining  significance,  and  also  follows 
the  GHG  analysis  guidelines  set  forth  in  a  Technical  Advisory  provided  in  2008  by  the  Governor's  Office 
of  Planning  and  Research  (OPR),  which  recommends  the  following  three  steps  be  followed  in  analyzing 
GHG  emissions: 

1)  Identify  and  quantify  the  project's  GHG  emissions; 

2)  Assess  the  significance  of  the  impact  on  climate  change;  and 

3)  If  the  impact  is  found  to  be  significant,  identify  alternatives  and/  or  mitigation  measures  that  would 
reduce  the  impact  to  a  less-than-significant  level. 

It  is  noted  that  the  State  CEQA  Guidelines  have  been  revised  to  provide  general  direction  with  regard  to 
analysis  of  GHG  emissions. These  revisions  include  a  new  section  (Sec.  15064.4)  specifically 


BAAQMD,  draft  CEQA  Guidelines,  December  2009  (see  footnote  101,  p.  1 17). 

The  California  Natural  Resources  Agency  issued  a  final  version  of  the  revised  CEQA  Guidelines  on  December  30,  2009. 
The  new  Guidelines  will  not  become  effective  until  reviewed  by  the  state  Office  of  Administrative  Law,  which  is  anticipated 
to  approve  the  revised  Guidelines  for  incorporation  by  the  Secretary  of  State  into  the  California  Code  of  Regulations  in 
April  2010. 
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addressing  the  significance  of  GHG  emissions.  Section  15064.4  calls  for  a  "good-faith  effort"  to 
"describe,  calculate  or  estimate"  GHG  emissions;  Section  15064.4  further  states  that  the  significance  of 
GHG  impacts  should  include  consideration  of  the  extent  to  which  the  project  would  increase  or  reduce 
greenhouse  gas  emissions;  exceed  a  locally  applicable  threshold  of  significance;  and  comply  with 
"regulations  or  requirements  adopted  to  implement  a  statewide,  regional,  or  local  plan  for  the  reduction  or 
mitigation  of  greenhouse  gas  emissions."  The  revisions  also  state  that  a  project  may  be  found  to  have  a 
less-than-significant  impact  if  it  complies  with  an  adopted  plan  that  includes  specific  measures  to 
sufficiently  reduce  GHG  emissions  (Sec.  15064(h)(3)). 

The  revised  guidelines,  however,  do  not  require  or  recoinmend  an  analysis  methodology  or  a  test  for 
detennining  significance.  Therefore,  the  following  analysis  is  based  on  OPR's  recommended  approach 
for  determining  a  project's  contribution  to  and  impact  on  climate  change,  as  presented  in  the  2008 
Technical  Advisory,  and  relying,  in  part,  on  the  BAAQMD's  proposed  significance  criteria. 

Step  1:  Identifying  and  quantifying  a  project 's  greenhouse  gas  emissions.  OPR's  Technical  Advisory  ' 
states  that  "the  most  common  GHG  that  results  from  human  activity  is  carbon  dioxide,  followed  by 
methane  and  nitrous  oxide."  State  law  defines  GHG  to  also  include  hydrofluorocarbons, 
perfluorocarbons,  sulfur  hexafluoride,  and  nitrogen  trifluoride  (added  in  2009).  These  latter  GHG 
compounds  are  usually  emitted  in  industrial  processes,  and  therefore  are  not  applicable  to  the  proposed 
project.  However,  the  GHG  calculation  does  include  emissions  from  CO?,  nitrous  oxide,  and  methane,  as 
recommended  by  OPR.  The  informal  guidelines  also  advise  that  lead  agencies  should  calculate,  or 
estimate,  emissions  from  vehicular  traffic,  energy  consumption,  water  usage  and  construction  activities. 
The  calculation  presented  below  includes  C02-eq  GHG  emissions  from  the  construction  period,  as  well  as 
annual  C02-eq  GHG  emissions  from  increased  vehicular  traffic  and  energy  consumption,  including  both 
natural  gas  and  electricity.  While  San  Francisco's  population  and  businesses  are  expected  to  increase, 
overall  projected  water  demand  for  San  Francisco  in  2030  is  expected  to  decrease  from  current  water 
demand  due  to  improvements  in  plumbing  code  requirements  and  additional  water  conservation  measures 
implemented  by  the  San  Francisco  Public  Utilities  Commission  (SFPUC).'^^  Given  the  anticipated  degree 
of  water  conservation,  GHG  emissions  associated  with  the  transport  and  treatment  of  water  usage  would 
similarly  decrease  through  2030,  and  therefore  increased  GHG  emissions  from  water  usage  is  not 
expected. 

The  proposed  project  would  increase  the  activity  onsite  by  developing  a  new  26-story  building  containing 
about  448,000  total  square  feet  of  office  space  and  4,600  square  feet  of  ground-floor  restaurant  space. 
Therefore,  the  proposed  project  would  contribute  to  annual  long-term  increases  in  GHGs  as  a  result  of 
traffic  increases  (mobile  sources)  and  residential  and  commercial  operations  associated  with  heating, 
energy  use,  water  usage  and  wastewater  treatment,  and  solid  waste  disposal  (area  sources).  Construction 

'^^  The  San  Francisco  Public  Utilities  Commission's  (SFPUC)  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  Retail  Water  Demands  and 
Conservation  Potential,  November  2004,  documents  the  current  and  projected  water  demand  given  population  and  housing 
projections  from  Citywide  Planning.  This  document  is  available  at  the  SFPUC's  website  at: 
http://sfwatcr.orp/dctail.cfm/MC  ID/1 3/MSC  ID/1 65/C  ID/2281 .  Accessed  July  28.  2008.  The  analysis  provides 
projections  of  future  (2030)  water  demand  given  anticipated  water  conservation  measures  from  plumbing  code  changes, 
measures  the  SFPUC  cuncntly  implements,  and  other  measures  the  SFPUC  anticipates  on  implementing.  Conservation 
measures  the  SFPUC  currently  implements  results  in  an  overall  reduction  of  0.64  million  gallons  of  water  per  day  (mgd). 
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of  the  proposed  project  would  emit  approximately  486  metric  tons  (535  U.S.  tons)  of  COi-eq.'^^  Direct 
project  C02-eq  emissions  (including  CO2,  methane,  and  nitrous  oxide  emissions)  would  include 
2,690  metric  tons  (2,960  U.S.  tons)  of  C02-eq/year  from  transportation  and  605  metric  tons  (665  U.S. 
tons)  of  C02-eq/year  from  heating,  for  a  total  of  3,295  metric  tons  (3,625  U.S.  tons)  of  C02-eq/year  of 
project-emitted  GHGs.  The  project  would  also  indirectly  result  in  GHG  emissions  from  off-site  electricity 
generation  at  power  plants  (approximately  1,970  metric  tons  (2,170  U.S.  tons)  of  C02-eq/year,  including 
electricity  associated  with  water  transport  and  treatment),  for  a  GHG  operational  emissions  total  of 
approximately  5,270  metric  tons  (about  5,795  U.S.  tons  of  C02-eq/year.  Annual  emissions  would 
represent  less  than  one  one-hundredth  of  one  percent  (0.0068  percent)  of  total  Bay  Area  GHGs  emitted  in 
2002.108 

Step  2:  Assessing  the  significance  of  the  impact  on  climate  change.  The  project's  incremental  increases  in 
GHG  emissions  associated  with  construction,  traffic  increases  and  commercial  heating,  electricity  use, 
and  solid  waste  disposal  would  contribute  to  regional  and  global  increases  in  GHG  emissions  and 
associated  climate  change  effects. 

The  2020  GHG  emissions  limit  for  California,  as  adopted  by  ARB  in  December  of  2007  is  approximately 
427  miUion  metric  tons  (470  million  U.S.  tons)  of  C02-eq.  The  proposed  project's  annual  contribution 
would  be  0.0012  percent  of  this  total  2020  emissions  limit,  and  therefore  the  proposed  project  would  not 
generate  sufficient  emissions  of  GHGs  to  contribute  considerably  to  the  cumulative  effects  of  GHG 
emissions  such  that  it  would  impair  the  state's  ability  to  implement  AB32,  nor  would  the  proposed  project 
conflict  with  San  Francisco's  local  actions  to  reduce  GHG  emissions. 

OPR's  guidance  states  that  "Although  climate  change  is  ultimately  a  cumulative  impact,  not  every 
individual  project  that  emits  GHGs  must  necessarily  be  found  to  contribute  to  a  significant  cumulative 
impact  on  the  environment.  CEQA  authorizes  reliance  on  previously  approved  plans  and  mitigation 
programs  that  have  adequately  analyzed  and  mitigated  GHG  emissions  to  a  less  than  significant  level  as  a 
means  to  avoid  or  substantially  reduce  the  cumulative  impact  of  a  projecf  And  "In  determining  whether  a 
proposed  project's  emissions  are  cumulatively  considerable,  the  lead  agency  must  consider  the  impact  of 
the  project  when  viewed  in  connection  with  the  effects  of  "past,  current  and  probable  future  projects." 

As  discussed  previously,  San  Francisco  has  been  actively  pursuing  cleaner  energy,  transportation  and 
solid  waste  policies,  through  a  framework  of  adopted  ordinances,  policies,  and  programs  that,  together 
with  the  fact  that  the  City's  Climate  Action  Plan  calls  for  a  reduction  in  GHG  emissions  to  20  percent 
below  1990  levels  by  the  year  2012,  could  likely  render  the  Climate  Action  Plan  for  San  Francisco  a 
"qualified  Climate  Action  Plan,"  as  defined  by  the  BAAQMD.  The  proposed  project  would  be  consistent 
with  the  City's  Climate  Action  Plan  because  it  would  be  located  in  proximity  to  multiple  transit  lines  on 
Market,  Mission,  and  Second  Streets,  as  well  as  the  Transbay  Terminal  and  the  planned  new  Transit 

Construction  emissions  and  annual  emissions  are  not  intended  to  be  additive  as  they  occur  at  different  points  in  the  project's 
lifecycle.  Construction  emissions  are  one-time  emissions  that  occur  prior  to  building  occupancy.  Annual  emissions  are 
incurred  only  after  construction  of  the  proposed  project  and  are  expected  to  occur  annually  for  the  life  of  the  project. 
'08  The  Bay  Area  Air  Quality  Management  District  reported  regional  Bay  Area  GHGs  emissions  in  2002  at  approximately 
85  million  C02-eq  tons.  Bay  Area  2002  GHG  emissions  are  used  as  the  baseline  for  determining  whether  a  project's 
contributions  are  significant  as  these  are  the  most  recent  emissions  inventory  for  the  bay  area. 
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Center;  would  provide  bicycle  parking  and  associated  facilities,  limited  parking,  and  transportation 
management  and  transportation  brokerage  services,  as  specified  in  the  Planning  Code;  is  proposed  to 
receive  LEED*  Gold  certification;  and  would  comply  with  the  City's  Construction  and  Demolition  Debris 
Recovery  Ordinance  and  Green  Building  Ordinance.  These  strategies  would  all  directly  or  indirectly 
implement  components  of  the  Climate  Action  Plan.  However,  because  no  formal  determination  has  been 
made  as  to  whether  the  City's  Climate  Action  Plan  meets  the  BAAQMD  definition,  project  GHG 
emissions  are  compared  to  the  BAAQMD's  proposed  thresholds.  As  noted  in  Table  8,  project  emissions 
of  GHGs  would  exceed  the  1,100  metric  tons  per  year  threshold,  but  would  fall  below  4.6  metric  tons  per 
year  per  service  population.  Therefore,  the  proposed  project  would  not  exceed  the  BAAQMD's  proposed 
significance  threshold. 


TABLE  8 

TOTAL  CO2-EQUIVALENT  EMISSIONS  (METRIC  TONS/YEAR)^ 


Transportation 

2,691 

Heating 

605 

Electricity  Generation 

1,972 

Total  Operation  Emissions  (C02-eq) 

5,267 

Operational  Emissions  per  Service  Population^ 

3.22 

Total  Construction  Emissions  (COz-eq) 

486 

'  Emissions  are  unmitigated. 

Service  population  emissions  based  on  total  project  employment  of  approximately  1,640. 

SOURCE;  Environmental  Science  Associates,  2009 

Further,  the  State  of  California  Attorney  General's  office  has  compiled  a  list  of  GHG  reduction  measures 
that  could  be  applied  to  a  diverse  range  of  projects. The  proposed  project  would  meet  the  intent  of 
many  of  the  GHG  reduction  measures  identified  by  the  Attorney  General's  office:  (1)  as  infill 
development,  the  project  would  be  constructed  in  an  urban  area  with  good  transit  access,  reducing  vehicle 
trips  and  vehicle  miles  traveled,  and  therefore  the  project's  transportation-related  GHG  emissions  would 
tend  to  be  less  relative  to  the  same  amount  of  population  and  employment  growth  elsewhere  in  the  Bay 
Area,  where  transit  service  is  generally  less  available  than  in  the  central  city  of  San  Francisco; "°  (2)  as 
new  construction,  the  proposed  project  would  be  required  to  meet  California  Energy  Efficiency  Standards 
for  Residential  and  Nonresidential  Buildings,  helping  to  reduce  future  energy  demand  as  well  as  reduce 
the  project's  contribution  to  cumulative  regional  GHG  emissions;  (3)  the  proposed  project  would  also  be 
required  to  comply  with  the  Construction  Demolition  and  Debris  Recovery  Ordinance,  requiring  at  least 
65  percent  of  all  construction  and  demolition  material  to  be  diverted  from  landfills,  as  well  as  the 
Mandatory  Recycling  and  Composting  Ordinance  ;  and  (4)  the  proposed  project  would  include  planting 


State  of  California,  Department  of  Justice,  "The  California  Environmental  Quality  Act:  Addressing  Global  Warming 
Impacts  at  the  Local  Agency  Level."  Updated  12/09/08.  Available  at: 

http://aK.ca.gov/globalwanning/pdf/GW  mitigation  measures.pdf.  Accessed  October  1 8,  2009. 
The  California  Air  Pollution  Control  Officer's,  CEQA  and  Climale  Change  (January  2008)  white  paper  identifies  infill 
development  as  yielding  a  "high"  emissions  reduction  score  (between  3-30%).  This  paper  is  available  online  at: 
http://www.capcoa.org/ceqa/CAPCOA%20While%20Paper%20-%20CEOA%20and%20Climate%20Change.pdf.  Accessed 
April  15,  2008. 
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of  new  street  trees  on  the  Second  and  Howard  Street  project  frontages,  thereby  aiding  in  carbon 
sequestration.' ' '  Additionally,  through  the  process  of  LEED*^  Certification  under  the  Gold  category  and 
the  project's  "green"  building  components,  GHG  emissions  produced  by  the  proposed  project  from  space 
heating  and  electricity  generation  would  be  reduced  compared  to  what  would  otherwise  be  the  case  if 
these  energy  saving  devices  were  not  incorporated  into  the  proposed  project.  Moreover,  the  project  would 
generate  3.22  metric  tons  of  COi-eq/year  per  service  population  (employee).  This  would  be  considerably 
less  than  the  BAAQMD's  recommended  threshold  of  4.6  metric  tons  of  COi-eq/year  per  service 
population  for  non-residential  projects,  and  is  indicative  of  the  fact  that  development  in  San  Francisco, 
with  its  extensive  transit  network,  limited  parking,  mix  of  uses,  and  proximity  of  services  is,  in  general, 
inherently  likely  to  generate  a  reduced  volume  of  GHG  emissions  than  development  of  a  comparable 
project  elsewhere  in  the  Bay  Area,  where  the  foregoing  factors  are  less  prevalent  or  lacking. 

Given  that:  (1)  the  proposed  project  would  be  consistent  with  the  City's  Climate  Action  Plan  and  related 
ordinances,  policies,  and  programs;  (2)  the  proposed  project  would  not  exceed  the  BAAQMD's  proposed 
significance  threshold  and  would  not  contribute  significantly  to  global  climate  change  such  that  would 
impede  the  State's  ability  to  meet  its  GHG  reduction  targets  under  AB  32,  or  impede  San  Francisco's 
ability  to  meet  its  GHG  reduction  targets  under  the  Greenhouse  Gas  Reduction  Ordinance;  (3) 
San  Francisco  has  implemented  programs  to  reduce  GHG  emissions  specific  to  new  construction;  and  (4) 
current  and  probable  future  state  and  local  GHG  reduction  measures  will  likely  reduce  a  project's 
contribution  to  climate  change,  the  proposed  project  would  not  contribute  significantly,  either 
individually  or  cumulatively,  to  global  climate  change.  Therefore,  Step  3  of  the  analysis — identification 
of  mitigation  measures — is  not  required. 

In  light  of  the  above,  project  effects  related  to  air  quality  would  be  less  than  significant. 

Mitigation  and  Improvement  Measures 

Because  no  significant  impacts  are  identified  in  the  above  analysis,  no  mitigation  is  required. 


Carbon  sequestration  is  the  capture  and  long-term  storage  of  carbon  dioxide  before  it  is  emitted  into  the  atmosphere. 
Case  No.  2006. 1 1 06E  127  222  Second  Street 

206337 


IV.  ENVIRONMENTAL  SETTING,  IMPACTS,  AND  MITIGATION  MEASURES 


H.  Wind 

This  section  describes  potential  wind  effects  of  the  proposed  project,  based  upon  wind-tunnel  testing  of  a 
scale  model  of  the  proposed  project  and  models  of  nearby  potential  cumulative  development. ''^ 

Setting 

Tall  buildings  and  structures  can  strongly  affect  the  wind  environment  for  pedestrians.  Groups  of 
structures  tend  to  slow  the  winds  near  ground  level,  due  to  the  friction  and  drag  of  the  structures 
themselves  on  winds.  Buildings  that  are  much  taller  than  their  surrounding  buildings  intercept  and 
redirect  winds  that  might  otherwise  flow  overhead,  and  bring  them  down  the  vertical  face  of  the  building 
to  ground  level,  where  they  create  ground-level  wind  and  turbulence.  These  redirected  winds  can  be 
relatively  strong  and  also  relatively  turbulent,  and  can  be  incompatible  with  the  intended  uses  of  nearby 
ground-level  spaces.  In  addition,  building  designs  that  present  tall  flat  surfaces  square  to  strong  winds  can 
create  ground-level  winds  that  can  prove  to  be  hazardous  to  pedestrians  in  the  vicinity. 

The  comfort  of  pedestrians  varies  under  different  conditions  of  sun  exposure,  temperature,  clothing,  and 
wind  speed.  Winds  up  to  4  miles  per  hour  (mph)  have  no  noticeable  effect  on  pedestrian  comfort.  With 
velocity  from  4  to  8  mph,  wind  is  felt  on  the  face.  Winds  from  8  to  13  mph  will  disturb  hair,  cause 
clothing  to  flap,  and  extend  a  light  flag  mounted  on  a  pole,  while  winds  from  1 3  to  19  mph  will  raise 
loose  paper,  dust  and  dry  soil,  and  will  disarrange  hair.  For  wind  velocities  from  19  to  26  mph,  the  force 
of  the  wind  will  be  felt  on  the  body.  At  26  to  34  mph,  umbrellas  are  used  with  difficulty;  hair  is  blown 
straight;  there  is  difficulty  in  walking  steadily;  and  wind  noise  is  unpleasant.  Winds  over  34  mph  increase 
difficulty  with  balance  and  gusts  can  blow  people  over. 

Regulatory  Framework 

In  order  to  provide  a  comfortable  wind  environment  for  people  in  San  Francisco,  the  City  has  established 
comfort  criteria  to  be  used  in  the  evaluation  of  proposed  buildings.  Section  148  of  the  Planning  Code 
specifically  outlines  these  criteria  for  the  Downtown  Commercial  (C-3)  Districts,  including  the  project 
site."-^  The  comfort  criteria  are  based  on  pedestrian-level  wind  speeds  that  include  the  effects  of 
turbulence;  these  are  referred  to  as  "equivalent  wind  speeds"  (defined  in  the  Planning  Code  as  "an  hourly 
mean  wind  speed  adjusted  to  incorporate  the  effects  of  gustiness  or  turbulence  on  pedestrians"). 

Planning  Code  Section  148  establishes  equivalent  wind  speeds  of  7  mph  as  the  comfort  criterion  for 
seating  areas  and  1 1  mph  as  the  comfort  criterion  for  areas  of  substantial  pedestrian  use,  and  states  that 
new  buildings  and  additions  to  buildings  may  not  cause  ground-level  winds  to  exceed  these  levels  more 


-  Environmental  Science  Associates,  "Technical  Memorandum:  Potential  Wind  Conditions,  Proposed  222  Second  Street 
Development,  San  Francisco,  California,"  September  12,  2007;  "Wind  Evaluation  of  Revised  Project  Design,"  February  29, 
2008;  and  "Wind  Evaluation  of  Revised  Project  Design,"  January  8,  2010,  2010.  These  documents  are  included  in 
Appendix  C. 

Additional  Planning  Code  sections  apply  the  same  criteria  to  the  Rincon  Hill,  Van  Ness  Avenue,  and  South  of  Market  areas. 
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than  10  percent  of  the  time  year  round  between  7:00  a.m.  and  6:00  p-m.""*  If  existing  wind  speeds  exceed 
the  comfort  level,  or  when  a  project  would  result  in  exceedances  of  the  comfort  criteria,  an  exception  may 
be  granted,  pursuant  to  Section  309,  if  the  building  or  addition  cannot  be  designed  to  meet  the  criteria 
"without  creating  an  unattractive  and  ungainly  building  form  and  without  unduly  restricting  the 
development  potential"  of  the  site,  and  it  is  concluded  that  the  exceedance(s)  of  the  criteria  would  be 
insubstantial  "because  of  the  limited  amount  by  which  the  comfort  level  is  exceeded,  the  limited  location 
in  which  the  comfort  level  is  exceeded,  or  the  limited  time  during  which  the  comfort  level  is  exceeded." 
Section  148  also  establishes  a  hazard  criterion,  which  is  a  26  mph  equivalent  wind  speed  for  a  single  full 
hour,  or  approximately  0.01 14%  of  the  time.  Under  Section  148,  new  buildings  and  additions  may  not 
cause  wind  speeds  that  meet  or  exceed  this  hazard  criterion."^  Under  Section  148,  no  exception  may  be 
granted  for  buildings  that  result  in  winds  that  exceed  the  hazard  criterion. 

The  comfort  criteria  are  based  on  wind  speeds  that  are  measured  for  one  minute  and  averaged.  In  contrast, 
the  hazard  criterion  is  based  on  wind  speeds  that  are  measured  for  one  hour  and  averaged;  when  stated  on 
the  same  basis  as  the  comfort  criteria  wind  speeds,  the  hazard  criterion  wind  speed  is  a  one-minute 
average  of  36  mph. 

Existing  Wind  Conditions 

The  general  vicinity  of  the  project  site  is  sheltered  to  moderately  windy;  the  average  wind  speed  for  the 
51  points  tested  in  the  wind  tunnel  (see  Figure  17)  is  10.1  mph.''^  Wind  speeds  in  pedestrian  areas  range 
from  6  to  1 5  mph.  Wind  speeds  in  excess  of  the  1 1  -mph  pedestrian  comfort  criterion  currently  occur  at  1 0 
of  the  51  locations,  and  wind  speeds  of  14  mph  or  more  occur  at  three  of  the  10  locations.  The  highest 
wind  speed  in  the  vicinity  (15  mph)  occurs  at  the  southeast  comer  of  the  26-story  Pacific  Telephone 
Building  at  140  New  Montgomery  Street,  located  mid-block  between  Mission  and  Howard  Streets. 

The  Code's  wind  hazard  criterion  of  36  mph  is  not  exceeded  at  any  of  the  test  locations  under  existing 
conditions. 

Impacts 

Significance  Criteria 

A  project  would  normally  have  a  significant  impact  if  it  would: 

•       Cause  the  26-miles-per-hour  wind  hazard  criterion  to  be  exceeded  for  more  than  one  hour  per  year. 


The  Planning  Code  specifies  the  hours  of  7:00  a.m.  to  6:00  p.m.  In  contrast,  the  available  weather  data,  as  aggregated.  co\  er 
the  hours  of  6:00  a.m.  to  8:00  p.m.  Thus,  observations  from  two  additional  evening  hours  and  one  additional  morning  hour 
are  included  in  the  wind  speed  distribution  data. 

Because  the  hazard  criterion  is  stated  in  terms  of  1  hour  of  exceedance,  it  is  most  appropriate  to  report  exceedances  of  this 
criterion  in  terms  of  the  number  of  hours  per  year  that  the  excess  occurs,  rather  than  the  accompanying  wind  speeds.  Thus, 
for  each  wind  analysis,  the  number  of  locations  and  the  total  sum  of  the  durations  of  exceedances  of  the  hazard  criterion  are 
important  measures  of  effect.  This  differs  from  reporting  of  both  comfort  criteria,  for  which  wind  speeds  exceeded  10%  of 
the  time  are  examined  and  presented,  but  statistics  other  than  the  number  of  locations  are  not  detailed. 
"Wind  speed"  refers  to  equivalent  wind  speed  (including  the  effects  of  turbulence)  that  is  exceeded  10  percent  of  the  time. 
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A  project  that  w  ould  cause  exceedances  of  the  comfort  criteria,  but  not  the  wind  hazard  criterion,  would 
not  be  considered  to  have  a  significant  impact. 

Impact  Analysis 

Impact  WS-1:  The  proposed  project  would  not  result  in  a  new  exceedance  of  the  wind  hazard 
criterion,  either  individually  or  cumulatively.  (Less  than  Significant) 

Wind  tunnel  testing  was  performed  for  a  previous  (2007)  design  for  the  project  site,  the  results  of  which 
are  summarized  in  the  following  discussion.  Figure  17,  p.  131,  depicts  the  wind  test  point  locations.  A 
subsequent  evaluation  for  the  currently  proposed  design  concluded  that  wind  speeds  in  the  vicinity  should 
be  similar  to  those  measured  during  testing  for  the  previous  design. 

As  indicated  in  Table  9,  p.  132,  testing  demonstrated  that  the  project  would  eliminate  four  existing 
pedestrian-comfort  criterion  exceedances  and  create  six  new  exceedances,  for  a  total  of  12  exceedances  of 
the  pedestrian  comfort  criterion,  compared  to  10  exceedances  under  existing  conditions.  Exceedances 
would  be  eliminated  at  Second  and  Clementina  Streets,  at  Second  and  Folsom  Streets,  at  Second  and 
Tehama  Streets,  and  at  Hawthorne  and  Howard  Streets,  while  new  exceedances  would  occur  at  three  of 
the  four  comers  of  the  Second/Howard  Streets  intersection,  at  the  southeast  comer  of  the  project  site 
(Second  and  Tehama  Streets),  immediately  across  Second  Street  from  this  location,  and  at  the  southwest 
comer  of  the  project  site,  also  on  Tehama  Street.  Wind  conditions  would  continue  to  be  moderately 
windy;  the  average  wind  speed  would  increase  by  about  0.1  mph,  to  10.2  mph,  and  wind  speeds  at  the 
5 1  test  points  would  continue  to  range  from  6  to  1 5  mph. 

Wind  speeds  along  the  Howard,  Tehama  and  Second  Street  sidewalks  immediately  adjacent  to  the  project 
would  increase  slightly,  as  demonstrated  in  testing  of  the  2007  design,  but  winds  would  continue  to  meet 
the  Planning  Code  hazard  criterion  of  26  mph  for  a  single  hour  of  the  year  at  all  sidewalk  locations. 

With  the  project,  as  compared  to  existing  conditions,  wind  speeds  would  increase  at  13  locations;  remain 
unchanged  at  24  locations;  and  decrease  at  14  locations.  Wind  speeds  of  14  mph  or  more  would  occur  at 
four  of  the  5 1  test  locations,  compared  to  three  locations  under  existing  conditions.  The  highest  wind 
speed  in  the  vicinity  ( 1 5  mph)  would  occur  at  the  northeast  comer  of  the  project,  at  the  intersection  of 
Howard  and  Second  Streets.  The  greatest  increase  in  wind  speed  (7  mph),  from  7  mph  under  existing 
conditions  to  14  mph  with  the  project,  would  occur  at  the  southwest  comer  of  the  proposed  project, 
adjacent  to  the  planned  loading  dock  driveway.  Wind  speeds  would  increase  by  more  than  3  mph  at  three 
locations,  and  decrease  by  more  than  3  mph  at  two  locations. 

The  project  would  result  in  no  wind  hazard  exceedances,  and  therefore  would  have  no  significant  effect 
related  to  wind.  However,  the  project  sponsor  would  seek  an  exception  to  the  requirements  of  Planning 
Code  Section  148  because  the  project  would  rljsult  in  a  net  increase  of  two  exceedances  of  the  pedestrian 
comfort  criterion  and  would  not  eliminate  all  existing  wind  speed  exceedances  of  the  pedestrian  comfort 
level  criterion. 
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As  part  of  the  testing  for  the  2007  project  design,  cumulative  effects  of  the  project  were  analyzed  which 
considered  development  in  the  vicinity  of  several  very  tall  buildings  proposed  or  under  consideration  in 
the  area  around  the  Transbay  Terminal.  The  cumulative  test  remains  applicable  to  the  proposed  project  as 
currently  designed,  because  the  changes  in  project  design  would  not  substantially  affect  overall  wind 
conditions  in  the  project  vicinity,  compared  to  conditions  with  the  project  design  as  tested.  This 
cumulative  test  scenario  included  a  new  office  building  at  555  Mission  Street;  an  office  building  now 
under  construction  at  535  Mission  Street;  approved  projects  at  201  Second  Street,  645  Howard  Street 
(One  Hawthorne  Street),  and  524  Howard  Street;  and  the  following  potential  future  buildings:  Palace 
Hotel  Tower  (700  feet),  50  First  Street  (1,100  feet).  Transit  Tower  (1,200  feet);  TJPA  site  on  Howard 
Street  between  First  and  Second  (800  feet),  and  509  Howard  (Foundry  Square;  500  feet)."^ 

Under  this  cumulative  scenario,  the  average  wind  speed  would  decrease  by  about  0.2  mph,  compared  to 
with-project  conditions,  and  by  about  0.1  mph.  compared  to  existing  conditions,  to  10.0  mph.  Compared 
to  the  project  scenario,  wind  speeds  would  decrease  at  20  of  the  51  test  locations  and  increase  at 
18  locations,  while  remaining  unchanged  at  13  locations.  Wind  speeds  would  range  from  6  to  16  mph. 
Compared  to  existing  conditions,  wind  speeds  would  increase  at  1 5  locations;  remain  unchanged  at  9 
locations,  and  decrease  at  27  locations. 

Under  the  cumulative  scenario,  four  existing  and  one  project-generated  exceedance  of  the  pedestrian 
comfort  criterion  would  be  eliminated,  while  four  new  exceedances  would  occur  and  five  existing 
exceedances  would  remain,  for  a  total  of  1 1  exceedances  of  the  pedestrian  comfort  criterion — one  more 
than  under  existing  conditions  and  one  fewer  than  with  the  project  alone.  Cumulative  development  would 
not  result  in  any  new  wind  hazard  exceedances,  and  thus  would  result  in  no  significant  effect  related  to 
wind. 

In  summary,  neither  the  proposed  project  nor  cumulative  development  would  substantially  affect  ground- 
level  winds,  with  both  average  wind  speeds  and  the  number  of  exceedances  of  the  pedestrian  comfort 
criterion  virtually  unchanged  under  both  the  with-project  and  cumulative  scenarios.  Under  both  with- 
project  and  cumulative  conditions,  the  project  area  would  remain  moderately  windy,  although  wind 
speeds  at  about  40  of  51  test  points  would  meet  the  pedestrian  comfort  criterion  of  1 1  mph  under  all  three 
scenarios.  The  project  would  not  resuh  in  any  new  exceedances  of  the  wind  hazard  criterion.  Therefore, 
effects  related  to  wind  would  be  less  than  significant  and  no  mitigation  is  required. 

Mitigation  and  Improvement  IVIeasures 

Because  no  significant  impacts  are  identified  in  the  above  analysis,  no  mitigation  is  required. 


Several  of  the  cumulative  buildings  tested  were  at  heights  greater  than  currently  proposed  (e.g..  the  Transit  Tower  is  now 
proposed  to  be  1,000  feet  tall;  50  First  Street,  to  be  up  to  850  feet;  no  tower  is  proposed  at  509  Howard  Street;  and  other, 
less  substantial  changes).  Thus,  the  results  of  the  cumulative  wind  test  can  be  considered  to  be  conservative. 
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This  section  describes  shadow  effects  on  publicly  accessible  areas,  including  public  parks,  publicly- 
accessible  private  open  spaces,  and  sidewalks. 

Setting 

Open  space  in  the  project  vicinity  is  limited.  Generally,  the  open  space  as  exists  nearby  is  in  the  form  of 
publicly  accessible,  privately  owned  open  space  developed,  in  accordance  with  the  Downtown  Plan  and 
Planning  Code,  in  conjunction  with  newer  office  buildings.  The  closest  of  these  spaces  to  the  project  site 
is  located  across  Second  Street  at  235  Second  Street  (the  CNet  building),  where  there  is  a  hardscaped 
plaza  with  seating  and  a  sculpture  at  the  comer  of  Second  and  Clementina  Streets,  which  connects  with 
the  building  lobby.  Other  publicly  accessible  open  spaces  exist  on  Mission  Street,  one  block  to  the  north. 
These  spaces  include  the  enclosed  "winter  garden"  at  101  Second  Street,  a  plaza  at  560  Mission  Street,  a 
plaza  at  555  Mission  Street,  and  the  rooftop  "sun  terrace"  above  a  parking  garage  on  Mission  Street 
adjacent  to  100  First  Street.  An  office  tower  approved  at  535  Mission  Street  (construction  was  suspended 
in  late  2008)  will  also  include  on-site  open  space.  Farther  north  is  a  publicly  accessible  plaza  on  the  south 
and  east  sides  of  the  One  Post  Street  office  tower  (at  Post,  Montgomery,  and  Market  Streets)  and  a 
smaller  plaza  on  the  east  side  of  Montgomery  Street  at  Market  Street;  each  of  these  plazas  surrounds  an 
entrance  to  the  BART/Muni  Metro  Montgomery  station.  To  the  south  of  the  project  site,  there  is  a 
publicly  accessible  open  space  at  Marathon  Plaza,  at  333  Second  Street,  between  Folsom  and  Harrison 
Streets.  To  the  east,  there  are  open  spaces  at  the  northwest,  northeast,  and  southeast  comers  of  First  and 
Howard  Streets,  developed  as  part  of  the  Foundry  Square  office  project."^  There  are  no  public  parks  or 
other  public  open  spaces  in  the  immediate  project  vicinity.  The  nearest  public  open  space  is  Verba  Buena 
Gardens,  a  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency  property,  at  Third  and  Howard  Streets,  one  block  west 
of  the  project  site.  Across  Mission  Street  to  the  north  of  Verba  Buena  Gardens  is  Jessie  Square,  an  open 
space  south  of  the  Contemporary  Jewish  Museum.  Proposals  for  the  new  Transbay  Terminal  include  a 
public  park  located  on  the  roof  of  the  tenninal,  approximately  70  feet  above  grade  level.  However,  this 
park  has  not  been  approved  for  development.  Additionally,  the  draft  Transit  Center  District  Plan 
(November  2009)  proposes  the  creation  of  a  new  pubHc  open  space  on  the  northeast  comer  of  Second  and 
Howard  Streets,  diagonally  across  the  intersection  from  the  project  site,  where  the  Caltrain  extension 
project  would  result  in  demolition  of  the  existing  buildings.  The  draft  Plan  also  proposes  a  plaza  adjacent 
to  the  new  Transbay  Transit  Center  and  Transit  Tower,  and  a  number  of  improvements  to  sidewalks  and 
alleys  to,  in  part,  improve  their  attractiveness  as  public  spaces. 


A  fourth  office  building  is  approved  at  the  southwest  comer  of  that  intersection,  and  will  likewise  have  a  comer  plaza. 
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Regulatory  Framework 
Sunlight  Ordinance 

Section  295  of  the  Planning  Code,  the  Sunhght  Ordinance,  was  adopted  through  voter  approval  of 
Proposition  K  in  November  1 994  to  protect  certain  pubHc  open  spaces  from  shadowing  by  new  structures. 
Section  295  prohibits  the  issuance  of  building  permits  for  structures  or  additions  to  structures  greater  than 
40  feet  in  height  that  would  shade  property  under  the  jurisdiction  of  or  designated  to  be  acquired  by  the 
Recreation  and  Park  Commission,  during  the  period  from  one  hour  after  sunrise  to  one  hour  before 
sunset,  unless  the  Planning  Commission,  following  review  and  comment  by  the  general  manager  of  the 
Recreation  and  Park  Department  in  consultation  with  the  Recreation  and  Park  Commission,  determines 
that  such  shade  would  have  an  insignificant  impact  on  the  use  of  such  property.  Yerba  Buena  Gardens, 
which  is  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency,  is  not  subject  to 
Section  295.  The  nearest  parks  under  Recreation  and  Park  Department  jurisdiction  and  subject  to 
Section  295  are  South  Park,  in  the  center  of  the  block  bounded  by  Second,  Third,  Bryant,  and  Brannan 
Streets;  Justin  Herman  Plaza,  at  the  foot  of  Market  Street;  South  of  Market  Recreation  Center,  at  Sixth 
and  Folsom  Street;  Union  Square;  and  St.  Mary's  Square,  on  Pine  Street  near  Kearny  Street.  None  of 
these  Recreation  and  Park  Department  properties  other  than  South  Park  is  less  than  about  2,350  feet  from 
the  project  site,  and  South  Park  is  about  1,950  feet  east-southeast  of  the  project  site.  Based  on  the  length 
and  direction  of  shadows  cast,  none  of  these  parks  would  be  affected  by  shadow  from  the  proposed 
project  during  the  hours  covered  by  Section  295. 

Otiier  Planning  Code  Regulations 

Planning  Code  Section  146,  applicable  to  certain  streets  in  the  C-3  zoning  districts,  requires  that  buildings 
and  additions  fit  within  an  envelope  defined  by  a  plane  sloping  away  from  the  street  at  a  prescribed  angle 
above  a  prescribed  height  "in  order  to  maintain  direct  sunlight  on  public  sidewalks  in  certain  downtown 
areas  during  critical  periods  of  use."  Section  146  applies  to  the  west  side  of  Second  Street,  specifying  that 
a  building  be  within  an  envelope  that  slopes  away  from  the  street  at  an  angle  of  62  degrees  beginning  at 
132  feet  above  grade.  An  exception  may  be  granted,  pursuant  to  the  procedures  of  Section  309,  Permit 
Review  in  C-3  Districts,  if  no  new  shadow  is  created,  or  if  "the  shadow  created  by  the  penetration  of  the 
plane  is  deemed  insignificant  because  of  the  limited  extent  or  duration  of  the  shadow  or  because  of  the 
limited  public  use  of  the  shadowed  space." 

Planning  Code  Section  147,  applicable  to  the  C-3,  RSD,  SLR,  SLI,  or  SSO  zoning  districts,  where  height 
limits  are  greater  than  40  feet,  requires  that  all  new  development  and  additions  to  existing  structures 
where  the  height  exceeds  50  feet  must  be  shaped  to  minimize  shadow  on  public  plazas  or  other  publicly 
accessible  open  spaces  other  than  those  protected  by  Section  295,  "in  accordance  with  the  guidelines  of 
good  design  and  without  unduly  restricting  the  development  potential  of  the  property."  The  following 
factors  must  be  taken  into  account  in  determining  compliance  with  this  criterion:  the  amount  of  area 
shadowed,  the  duration  of  the  shadow,  and  the  importance  of  sunlight  to  the  type  of  open  space  being 
shadowed. 
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Impacts 

Significance  Criteria 

Implementation  of  the  proposed  project  would  have  a  significant  shadow  impact  if  it  were  to  create  new 
shadow  in  a  manner  that  would: 

•  Affect,  in  an  adverse  manner,  the  use  of  any  park  or  open  space  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
Recreation  and  Park  Department; 

•  Substantially  affect  the  usability  of  other  existing  publicly  accessible  open  space  or  outdoor 
recreation  facilities  or  other  public  areas. 

Impact  Analysis 

Impact  WS-2:  The  proposed  project  would  not  adversely  affect  the  use  of  any  park  or  open  space 
under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Recreation  and  Park  Department,  nor  would  it  substantially  affect  the 
usability  of  other  existing  publicly  accessible  open  space  or  outdoor  recreation  facilities  or  other 
public  areas,  either  individually  or  cumulatively.  (Less  than  Significant) 

Based  on  the  results  of  computer  modeling  of  shadows,  the  proposed  project  would  not  cast  new  shadow 
on  any  open  space  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  San  Francisco  Recreation  and  Park  Commission  between 
one  hour  after  sunrise  and  one  hour  before  sunset,  and  therefore  the  project  would  comply  with  Planning 
Code  Section  295. 

Figures  18  through  21  depict  shadow  from  the  proposed  project  for  representative  times  of  day  during  the 
four  seasons:  in  December,  on  the  winter  solstice,  the  sun  is  at  its  lowest  and  shadows  are  at  their  longest, 
while  on  the  summer  solstice  in  June,  the  sun  is  at  its  highest  and  shadows  are  at  their  shortest.  Shadows 
are  also  shown  at  the  spring  equinox,  when  shadows  are  midway  through  a  period  of  shortening,  and  at 
the  fall  equinox,  when  shadows  are  midway  through  a  period  of  lengthening.  Shadows  on  any  other  day 
of  the  year  would  be  within  the  range  of  shadows  presented  in  Figures  18  through  21,  pp.  137  -  140. 

The  proposed  project  would  cast  shadow  on  the  privately  owned,  publicly  accessible  open  space  at 
235  Second  Street  in  the  late  afternoon,  from  June  through  September.  New  project  shadow  would  fall  on 
this  open  space  begirming  as  early  as  about  3:30  p.m.  in  June  and  as  late  as  about  5:00  p.m.  in  September. 
During  all  of  the  time  when  new  shadow  would  fall  on  the  235  Second  Street  open  space,  much  of  this 
open  space  would  already  be  shaded  by  the  235  Second  Street  building  itself,  and  project  shadow  would 
cover  the  unshaded  portion  of  the  open  space  closest  to  the  comer  of  Second  and  Clementina  Streets.  No 
new  shadow  would  fall  on  the  235  Second  Street  open  space  between  October  and  May,  because  shadow 
from  existing  buildings  would  already  reach  this  open  space  at  the  time  that  project  shadow  would  also 
reach  the  space. 

The  project  would  also  cast  new  shadow  on  tiie  open  space  adjacent  to  the  newly  constructed  office 
building  at  555  Mission  Street  during  the  late  fall  and  early  winter  (mid-November  through  late  January), 
for  about  30  minutes  during  the  period  just  before  the  12:00  noon.  This  new  shadow  would  fall  mainly  on 
the  rear  (Minna  Street)  side  of  this  open  space,  where  there  are  stone  benches  amidst  deciduous  trees 
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planted  in  decomposed  granite.  This  rear,  or  southerly,  portion  of  the  555  Mission  Street  open  space  is 
currently  in  sunlight  during  the  midday  hours  because  the  area  to  the  south,  between  Minna  and  Natoma 
Streets,  is  occupied  by  a  surface  parking  lot.'^^  Project  shadow  would  not  reach  the  open  space  adjacent 
to  the  office  building  at  560  Mission  Street,  directly  across  Mission  Street  from  555  Mission  Street,  nor 
would  it  reach  the  100  First  Street  sun  terrace  or  the  open  space  at  the  planned  535  Mission  Street 
building. 

The  proposed  project  would  cast  shadow  on  two  other  publicly  accessible  open  spaces  around  the  winter 
solstice,  when  shadows  are  longest.  In  the  early  morning,  the  project  would  cast  new  shadow  on  the 
publicly  accessible  open  space  at  One  Post  Street  (too  far  north  to  be  shown  on  Figures  18  through  21). 
This  shadow  would  last  for  about  15  minutes  and  would  occur  during  the  period  between  about  8:00  a.m. 
and  8:30  a.m.  from  mid-November  through  late  January.  In  the  mid-  to  late  afternoon,  project  shadow 
would  reach  the  edge  of  the  open  space  in  front  of  the  office  buildings  at  400  and  401  Howard  Street  (part 
of  the  Foundry  Square  complex,  on  the  northwest  and  southeast  comers  of  First  and  Howard  Streets). 
This  shadow  would  occur  from  late  November  through  mid-January,  for  about  15  minutes,  during  the 
period  between  about  2:45  p.m.  and  3:30  p.m.  (see  Figure  21).  Most  of  the  open  space  at  400  Howard 
Street  would  aheady  be  in  shadow  from  the  400  Howard  Street  building  itself  when  shadow  from 
222  Second  Street  would  reach  this  space,  but  because  the  proposed  project  would  be  on  the  south  side  of 
Howard  Street,  project  shadow  would  cover  the  unshaded  portion  of  this  open  space  nearest  the  comer  of 
First  and  Howard  Streets.  At  401  Howard,  the  open  space  is  generally  in  the  sun  because  there  is  a 
parking  lot  across  First  Street  (although  another  office  building  is  approved  at  that  site). 

This  new  shadow  described  above  would  be  of  limited  duration  and  would  occur  at  each  of  the  open 
spaces  noted  over  only  a  few  weeks  of  the  year  in  late  fall  and  early  winter.  Because  of  the  limited 
duration  and  extent,  these  shadows  would  not  be  expected  to  substantially  adversely  affect  use  of  the  open 
spaces.  Therefore,  impact  would  be  less  than  significant. 

The  proposed  222  Second  Street  project  would  not  cast  new  shadow  on  the  following  publicly  accessible 
open  spaces  because  other  buildings  already  cast  shadow  during  times  when  project  shadow  would 
otherwise  fall  on  the  open  spaces:  the  open  space  east  of  Montgomery  Street  at  Market  Street  (shaded  by 
buildings  directly  across  Market  Street);  the  open  space  at  Marathon  Plaza,  333  Second  Street  (shaded  by 
Marathon  Plaza  itself);  the  open  space  at  300  Beale  Street  (shaded  by  that  building);  and  the  Jessie  Square 
open  space  in  front  (south)  of  the  Contemporary  Jewish  Museum  on  Mission  Street  west  of  Third  Street 
(shaded  by  the  Aronson  Building  at  700  Mission  Street  and  the  St.  Regis  tower  at  125  Third  Street). 

The  proposed  222  Second  Street  project  would  cast  new  shadow  on  Yerba  Buena  Gardens,  including  the 
grassy  open  space  (esplanade)  in  the  center  of  the  block  bounded  by  Third,  Fourth,  Mission,  and  Howard 
Streets.  (As  noted  in  the  Setting,  Yerba  Buena  Gardens  is  not  subject  to  Planning  Code  Section  295.) 
New  shadow  would  be  added  to  this  open  space  area  in  the  early  moming  hours  of  the  summer  months 


The  proposed  new  Transit  Center  (replacement  for  the  existing  Transbay  Terminal)  would,  if  built,  occupy  the  area 
immediately  south  of  the  555  Mission  Street  open  space  and  would  also  shade  the  open  space  during  the  same  midday 
period  as  would  the  222  Second  Street  project. 

Jessie  Square  would  be  fijrther  shaded  by  the  planned  Mexican  Museum  to  its  east. 
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when  existing  buildings  of  the  Verba  Buena  Center  for  the  Arts  (theater  and  gallery),  as  well  as  the 
elevated  entrance  to  Moscone  Center  North  and  the  restaurants  atop  the  roof  of  this  structure,  already 
shade  much  of  this  block. 

New  shadow  would  occur  between  September  and  May  in  the  early  hours  of  the  morning.  In  mid  May, 
the  project  would  add  shadow  between  7:15  a.m.  and  8:00  a.m.  In  May  and  June  the  new  shading  would 
occur  from  the  "first  Proposition  K  minute"  (the  first  minute  after  one  hour  after  sunrise,  ranging  between 
6:48  a.m.  and  6:55  a.m.)  until  approximately  7:30  a.m.  The  project  shadow  would  persist  on  Verba  Buena 
Center  until  7:30  a.m.  in  mid  July  and  recede  by  8:00  a.m.  in  mid  August.  All  project-related  shadow 
effects  would  gone  by  the  first  week  of  September. 

The  maximum  amount  of  new  shadow  at  any  one  time  would  be  approximately  34,3 1 3  square  feet  at 
7:00  a.m.  on  June  21,  the  summer  solstice.  (At  this  time,  nearly  all  of  the  square  lawn  area  would  be 
shaded,  with  most  of  the  shadow  cast  by  existing  buildings.)  Figure  22  depicts  project  shadow  at  this 
time. 

Because  project  shadow  on  Verba  Buena  Center  would  occur  only  in  the  early  morning  between  May  and 
September,  and  would  recede  by  no  later  than  8:00  a.m.,  project  shadow  would  not  substantially  affect  the 
use  or  enjoyment  of  this  open  space,  and  the  effect  would  be  less-than-significant. 

The  project  as  proposed  would  have  a  street  wall  approximately  216  feet  high  on  Second  Street,  with  a 
24-foot,  6-inch  setback  from  Second  Street  above  the  1 7th  floor.  A  hne  from  this  setback  to  the  top  of  the 
building  would  create  an  angle  of  approximately  1 1  degrees,  and  thus  the  projects  would  not  comply  with 
the  sun  angle  plane  of  62  degrees,  above  132  feet  in  height,  required  from  Second  Street  by  Planning 
Code  Section  146,  and  the  project  sponsor  is  therefore  seeking  an  exception  to  the  requirements  of 
Section  146,  pursuant  to  Section  309. 

Because  project  shadow  on  publicly  accessible  open  spaces  would  be  relatively  limited,  the  project 
appears  to  comply  with  Planning  Code  Section  147. 

Cumulative  Impacts 

Cumulative  shadow  impacts  could  occur  as  a  result  of  other  new  buildings  in  the  vicinity,  including 
approved  projects  at  201  Second  Street,  across  the  street  from  the  project  site,  and  645  Howard  Street 
(One  Hawthorne  Street),  west  of  the  site,  and  from  the  building  currently  under  construction  at 
631  Folsom  Street.  However,  none  of  these  projects  would  shade  Recreation  and  Park  Department 
properties,  nor  would  they  add  more  than  incremental  shadow  to  Verba  Buena  Center  in  the  very  early 
morning,  prior  to  about  8:00  a.m.,  during  a  limited  portion  of  the  year.  This  additional  early  morning 
shadow  would  not  be  expected  to  substantially  affect  the  use  or  enjoyment  of  the  outdoor  open  space  at 
Verba  Buena  Center.  Therefore,  cumulative  shadow  effects  on  Verba  Buena  Center  would  be  less  than 
significant. 
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As  described  in  Chapter  HI,  Land  Use,  p.  35.  a  number  of  high-rise  buildings  are  currently  proposed  or 
otherwise  under  consideration  in  the  area  around  the  Transbay  Terminal,  in  the  project  vicinity.  This 
includes  several  towers  that  would  be  taller  than  permitted  by  existing  height  limits.  Based  on  the 
proposed  building  heights,  it  is  clear  that  some  of  these  proposed  and  planned  buildings,  including  the 
1 .000-foot  or  greater  tower  anticipated  to  be  built  as  part  of  the  new  transit  terminal,  would  cast  shadow 
on  parks  protected  by  Section  295  of  the  Planning  Code.  These  new  buildings  would  similarly  contribute 
cumulatively  to  new  shadow  effects  on  the  proposed  elevated  City  Park.  New  shadow  from  these 
proposed  buildings  could  potentially  result  in  a  significant  impact.  However,  inasmuch  as  the  proposed 
222  Second  Street  project  would  not  add  new  shadow  to  any  Recreation  and  Park  Department  properties, 
nor  would  it  substantially  interfere  with  the  use  of  Yerba  Buena  Center,  the  proposed  project  would  not 
make  a  considerable  contribution  to  potential  future  shadow  effects. 

The  proposed  project  would  cast  shadow  on  the  planned  "City  Park,"  a  publicly-accessible  open  space 
proposed  to  be  developed  on  the  roof  of  the  new  Transit  Center  (replacement  for  the  existing  Transbay 
Terminal).  Project  shadow  would  reach  the  southwestern  comer  of  the  City  Park  for  about  30  minutes 
daily  around  12:00  noon  in  late  fall  and  early  winter  (between  early  November  and  early  February).  The 
greatest  extent  of  new  shadow  from  the  project  on  the  proposed  new  terminal  building  would  occur  on 
December  21  at  approximately  12:00  noon,  when  new  shadow  from  the  project  would  cover  an 
approximately  1 00-foot  square  (about  1 0,000  square  feet)  of  the  at  the  southwest  comer  of  the  proposed 
park,  or  about  5  percent  of  the  proposed  5.4-acre  park  site  atop  the  Transit  Center.  Although  project 
shadow  would  occur  at  midday  when  the  proposed  park  would  be  expected  to  be  most  heavily  used,  by 
downtown  workers,  because  the  project  would  shade  a  very  small  portion  of  the  park  for  a  relatively  short 
period  of  time,  project  shadow  would  not  be  anticipated  to  substantially  affect  use  of  the  planned  City 
Park.  It  should  be  noted  that  there  is  no  adopted  design  for  the  City  Park,  and  therefore  the  planned  uses 
of  this  open  space  are  not  known. 

Therefore,  cumulative  impacts  would  not  be  significant,  and  no  mitigation  is  required. 

Mitigation  and  Improvement  Measures 

Because  no  significant  impacts  are  identified  in  the  above  analysis,  no  mitigation  is  required. 
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Setting 

The  project  site  is  approximately  seven  blocks  west  of  The  Embarcadero  at  the  San  Francisco  Bay 
shoreline.  Other  open  spaces  in  the  vicinity  include  South  Park  (an  oval  park  enclosed  by  a  neighborhood 
retail  district  located  between  Second  and  Third  Streets  and  Bryant  and  Brannan  Streets),  and  Verba 
Buena  Gardens  (a  Redevelopment  Agency  property  at  Third  and  Mission  Streets).  The  nearest  public 
recreation  center  is  the  South  of  Market  Recreation  Center  at  Sixth  and  Folsom  Streets,  five  blocks  from 
the  site. 

Impacts 

Significance  Criteria 

The  proposed  project  would  result  in  a  significant  impact  with  respect  to  recreation  and  public  space  if  it 
would: 

•  Increase  the  use  of  existing  neighborhood  and  regional  parks  or  other  recreational  facilities  such 
that  substantial  physical  deterioration  of  the  facilities  would  occur  or  be  accelerated; 

•  Include  recreational  facilities  or  require  the  construction  or  expansion  of  recreational  facilities  that 
might  have  an  adverse  physical  effect  on  the  environment;  or 

•  Physically  degrade  existing  recreational  resources. 

Impact  Analysis 

The  proposed  project  would  provide  on-site  open  space  in  the  form  of  ground-floor  public  space  for 
passive  recreational  use.  The  project  would  be  located  within  walking  distance  of  the  above-noted  parks 
and  open  spaces.  Thus,  project  occupants  would  have  convenient  access  to  public  open  space.  With  a 
daytime,  non-resident  population  of  approximately  1,640  employees,  the  project  would  not  substantially 
increase  demand  for  or  use  of  neighborhood  parks,  such  as  South  Park,  or  other  facilities  such  as  Verba 
Buena  Gardens,  such  that  substantial  physical  deterioration  would  be  expected.  The  increase  in  daytime 
site  occupancy  that  would  result  from  employment  at  the  proposed  project  would  not  require  the 
construction  of  new  recreational  facilities  or  the  expansion  of  existing  facilities.  Therefore,  effects  on 
recreation  and  public  space  would  be  less  than  significant. 

Mitigation  and  Improvement  Measures 

Because  no  significant  impacts  are  identified  in  the  above  analysis,  no  mitigation  is  required. 
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Setting 

The  project  site  is  within  an  urban  area  that  is  served  by  utilities  and  service  systems,  including  water, 
wastewater  and  storm  water  collection  and  treatment,  solid  waste  collection  and  disposal,  gas,  and 
electricity. 

Water 

Water  is  provided  by  the  San  Francisco  Public  Utilities  Commission  (SFPUC),  which  provides  both  water 
supply  and  wastewater  collection  and  treatment.  The  SFPUC  is  currently  in  the  process  of  updating  its 
existing  2005  Urban  Water  Management  Plan.  The  2005  Plan  did  not  forecast  increased  water  use  within 
San  Francisco  because  of  the  anticipated  success  of  ongoing  conservation  efforts. 

Wastewater 

The  project  site  is  served  by  San  Francisco's  combined  sewage  system.  The  sewage  system  is  designed  to 
collect  and  treat  both  sanitary  sewage  and  rainwater  runoff  in  the  same  sewer  and  treatment  plants. 
Wastewater  treatment  for  the  east  side  of  the  City  is  provided  primarily  by  the  Southeast  Water  Pollution 
Control  Plant.  The  SFPUC  is  in  the  process  of  developing  a  long-term  San  Francisco  Sewer  Master  Plan 
to  address  the  needs  of  entire  wastewater  system  citywide.  In  a  parallel  effort  to  address  more  immediate 
wastewater  needs,  the  SFPUC  has  initiated  an  interim  five-year  capital  improvement  program  to,  among 
other  things,  reduce  the  potential  for  on-street  flooding  during  heavy  rains  that  can  occur. In  addition, 
in  July  2005,  the  SFPUC  began  imposing  a  new  Wastewater  Capacity  Charge  pursuant  to  SFPUC 
Resolution  No.  05-0045.  This  Wastewater  Capacity  Charge  is  applicable  to  residential,  non-residential 
and  mixed-use  types  of  construction  that  place  new  or  additional  demands  on  the  system.  All  funds  raised 
through  the  capacity  charge  will  be  directly  used  to  offset  the  cost  of  future  wastewater  capital 
improvement  projects  and  repairs. 

Solid  Waste 

The  California  Integrated  Waste  Management  Act  of  1989  (AB  939)  required  municipalities  to  adopt  an 
Integrated  Waste  Management  Plan  (IWMP)  to  establish  objectives,  policies,  and  programs  relative  to 
waste  disposal,  management,  source  reduction,  and  recycling.  Reports  filed  by  the  San  Francisco 
Department  of  the  Environment  showed  the  City  generated  1.88  million  tons  of  waste  material  in  2002. 
Approximately  63  percent  (1.18  million  tons)  was  diverted  through  recycling,  composting,  reuse,  and 
other  efforts  while  700,000  tons  went  to  a  landfill. '^2  Additionally,  the  City  has  a  goal  to  divert  most 


San  Francisco  Public  Utilities  Commission,  Quarterly  Report — Third  Quarter ,  Wastewater  Enterprise  5-Year  Capital 
Improvement  Program.  May  3 1 ,  2006;  viewed  August  24,  2006,  on  the  SFPUC  website  at: 
httD://sfwater.org/detail.cfm/MC  ID/14/MSC  ID/119/C  ID/3Q83. 

San  Francisco  Office  of  the  Controller,  Community  Indicators  Report.  Available  on  the  internet  at: 
http://www.sfgov.orK/wcm  controller/community  indicators/physicalenvironment/index.htm.  Accessed  March  12,  2009. 
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(75  percent)  of  its  solid  waste  (through  recycling,  composing,  etc.)  by  2010  and  to  divert  all  waste  by 
2020.123 

Impacts 

Significance  Criteria 

The  proposed  project  would  result  in  a  significant  impact  with  respect  to  utilities  and  service  systems  if  it 
would: 

•  Exceed  wastewater  treatment  requirements  of  the  applicable  Regional  Water  Quality  Control 
Board; 

•  Require  or  result  in  the  construction  of  new  water  or  wastewater  treatment  facilities  or  expansion  of 
existing  facilities,  the  construction  of  which  could  cause  significant  environmental  effects; 

•  Require  or  result  in  the  construction  of  new  storm  water  drainage  facilities  or  expansion  of  existing 
facilities,  the  construction  of  which  could  cause  significant  environmental  effects; 

•  Not  have  sufficient  water  supply  available  to  serve  the  project  from  existing  entitlements  and 
resources,  or  require  new  or  expanded  water  supply  resources  or  entitlements; 

•  Result  in  a  determination  by  the  wastewater  treatment  provider  that  would  serve  the  project  that  it 
has  inadequate  capacity  to  serve  the  project's  projected  demand  in  addition  to  the  provider's 
existing  commitments; 

•  Not  be  served  by  a  landfill  with  sufficient  permitted  capacity  to  accommodate  the  project's  solid 
waste  disposal  needs;  or 

•  Not  comply  with  federal,  state,  and  local  statutes  and  regulations  related  to  solid  waste. 

Impact  Analysis 

The  proposed  project  would  add  new  commercial  uses  to  the  site  that  would  increase  the  demand  for 
utilities  and  service  systems  on  the  site,  but  not  in  excess  of  amounts  expected  and  provided  for  in  the 
project  area. 

Water 

No  new  water  delivery  facilities  would  be  required  to  serve  the  proposed  project,  and  the  project  would 
not  result  in  a  population  increase  beyond  that  assumed  for  planning  purposes  by  the  SFPUC.'24  xhe 
proposed  project  would  incrementally  increase  the  demand  for  water  in  San  Francisco.  The  new  building 
would  be  designed  to  incorporate  water-conserving  measures,  such  as  installing  low-flush  toilets  and 
urinals,  as  required  by  Chapter  4  of  the  California  Plumbing  Code.  Moreover,  as  a  LEED-certified 
building,  the  proposed  project  would  incorporate  water-saving  and  waste  management  features  that  would 
reduce  water  consumption,  wastewater  generation,  and  solid  waste  generation  to  levels  lower  than  those 
of  comparable  non-LEED-certified  structures.  Sufficient  growth  to  accommodate  the  proposed  project's 
residential  population  was  assumed  in  the  SFPUC's  2005  Urban  Water  Management  Plan  and  an 


San  Francisco  Department  of  the  Environment,  Zero  Waste  webpage.  Available  on  the  internet  at: 
http://www.sfenvironment.org/our  programs/program  info.html?ssi=3&ti=#Reports.  Accessed  March  1 2,  2009. 
Carlin,  Michael.  Assistant  General  Manager;  Public  Utilities  Commission.  Written  correspondence.  December  5,  2006. 
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adequate  water  supply  would  be  available  for  the  proposed  project. '25  Since  the  proposed  project  would 
have  sufficient  water  supply  available  from  existing  entitlements,  it  would  resuh  in  a  less-than-significant 
project-specific  and  cumulative  water  impact. 

Wastewater 

No  new  wastewater  collection  and  treatment  facilities  would  be  required  to  serve  the  proposed  project, 
and  the  project  would  not  result  in  a  population  increase  beyond  that  assumed  for  planning  purposes  by 
the  SFPUC.'-''  The  project  would  meet  wastewater  pre-treatment  requirements  of  the  SFPUC,  as  required 
by  the  San  Francisco  Industrial  Waste  Ordinance. '^^  The  project  site  is  currently  covered  almost  entirely 
with  impervious  surfaces  and  the  proposed  project  would  not  create  any  substantial  additional  impervious 
surfaces,  resulting  in  little  effect  on  the  total  storni  water  volume  discharged  through  the  combined  sewer 
system.  While  the  proposed  project  would  add  to  sewage  flows  in  the  area,  it  would  not  cause  collection 
treatment  capacity  of  the  sewer  system  in  the  City  to  be  exceeded.  In  light  of  the  above,  the  proposed 
project  would  not  exceed  wastewater  treatment  requirements  of  the  Regional  Water  Quality  Control 
Board  and  would  not  require  the  construction  of  new  wastewater/storm  water  treatment  facilities  or 
expansion  of  existing  ones.  Therefore,  the  proposed  project  would  result  in  a  less-than-significant 
wastewater  impact.  Additionally,  the  project  would  be  subject  to  the  City's  Wastewater  Capacity  Charge. 

Furthennore,  in  2005,  the  SFPUC  launched  a  city  wide  $150  million  5-Year  Wastewater  Capital 
Improvement  Program  to  improve  the  reliability  and  efficiency  of  San  Francisco's  combined  wastewater 
and  storm  water  system.  Implementation  to  date  has  addressed  many  of  the  most  critical  needs  of  the 
City's  aging  wastewater  system,  improving  the  capacity  of  sewer  mains,  upgrading  treatment  facilities 
and  reducing  wastewater  odors.  The  five-year  program  is  a  parallel  effort  to  the  upcoming  San  Francisco 
Sewer  System  Master  Plan,  which  would  provide  a  long-term  plan  to  address  the  entire  wastewater 
system.  As  of  December  2008,  more  than  two  dozen  projects  had  been  completed  or  were  in  the  final 
stages  of  work,  and  four  more  projects  were  in  construction. '^8 

Solid  Waste 

Solid  waste  from  the  project  site  would  be  collected  by  Golden  Gate  Disposal  Company  and  hauled  to  the 
Norcal  transfer  station  near  Candlestick  Point,  and  recycled  as  feasible,  with  non-recyclables  being 
disposed  of  at  the  Altamont  Landfill  in  Alameda  County,  where  it  is  required  to  meet  federal,  state  and 
local  solid  waste  regulations.  The  Altamont  Landfill  has  a  permitted  maximum  disposal  of  6,000  tons  per 
day  and  received  about  1 .3 1  million  tons  of  waste  in  2005  (the  most  recent  year  reported  by  the  State). 
The  total  pennitted  capacity  of  the  landfill  is  more  than  124  million  cubic  yards;  with  this  capacity,  the 
landfill  can  operate  until  2025. However,  the  amount  of  solid  waste  that  San  Francisco  can  deposit  at 

'-5  Population  forecasis  relied  upon  in  the  Urban  Water  Management  Plan  are  those  projected  by  the  Planning  Department  in  its 

"Land  Use  Allocation  2002"  database,  a  modified  version  of  the  Association  of  Bay  Area  Government's  Projections  2002. 
'26  Carlin,  Michael.  See  footnote  124,  p.  147. 

'2'^  San  Francisco  Public  Works  Code,  Article  4.1  (amcinded  by  Ordinance  No.  19-92,  January  13,  1992). 

'28  San  Francisco  Public  Utilities  Commission,  http://sfwater.oru/mto  main. cfm/MC  ID/14/MSC  ID/1 16/MTO_ID/381: 

http://srwatcr.oru/msc  main.cfm/MC  1D/14/MSC  ID/120,  accessed  March  12,  2009. 
'2^  C  alifornia  Integrated  Waste  Management  Board,  Active  Landfill  Profiles,  Altamont  Landfill, 

http://www.ciwmb.ca.uov/Profilcs/Facilitv/Landfill/LFProfile l.asp?COID=3&FACID=01-AA-0009.  accessed  December  6, 

2007. 
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Altamont  Landfill  is  governed  by  the  City's  agreement  with  the  landfill  operator,  and  the  City  is 
anticipated  to  reach  its  current  limit  between  2013  and  2015.  The  City  is  cuiTcntly  reviewing  alternatives 
for  longer-term  disposal  capacity,  which  may  or  may  not  involve  continuing  disposal  at  Altamont 
Landfill.  The  Department  of  the  Environment  anticipates  having  a  new  agreement  in  place  by  20 10.'  -^^ 
Although  the  proposed  project  would  incrementally  increase  total  waste  generation  from  the  City,  the 
increasing  rate  of  diversion  through  recycling  and  other  methods  would  result  in  a  decreasing  share  of 
total  waste  that  requires  deposition  into  the  landfill.  Given  this,  and  given  the  long-tem  capacity  available 
at  the  Altamont  Landfill,  the  solid  waste  generated  by  project  construction  and  operation  would  not  result 
in  the  landfill  exceeding  its  permitted  capacity,  and  the  project  would  result  in  a  less-than-significant  solid 
waste  generation  impact. 

San  Francisco  Ordinance  No.  27-06,  which  took  effect  on  July  1,  2006,  enacted  a  new  Chapter  of  the 
Environment  Code  (Chapter  14)  and  made  amendments  to  the  Building  Code,  the  Health  Code  and  the 
Police  Code  in  order  to  establish  a  comprehensive  program  to  effectuate  the  City's  goals.  Ordinance 
No.  27-06  creates  a  mandatory  program  to  maximize  the  recycling  of  mixed  construction  and  demolition 
(C&D)  debris.  The  Ordinance  requires  that  mixed  C&D  debris  must  be  transported  off-site  by  a 
Registered  Transporter  and  taken  to  a  Registered  Facility  that  can  process  and  divert  from  landfill  a 
minimum  of  65  percent  of  the  material  generated  from  construction,  demolition  or  remodeling  projects. 

The  proposed  project  would  comply  with  San  Francisco  Ordinance  27-06.  For  the  reasons  discussed 
above,  utilities  and  service  systems  would  not  be  adversely  affected  by  the  project,  individually  or 
cumulatively,  and  no  significant  impact  would  ensue. 

The  proposed  project  would  increase  demand  for  and  use  of  public  services  and  utilities  on  the  site  and 
increase  water  consumption,  but  not  in  excess  of  amounts  expected  and  provided  for  in  the  project  area, 
and  would  not  be  expected  to  have  any  significant  impact  on  public  services  or  utilities.  In  addition,  the 
project  would  be  undertaken  in  a  built-out  area  of  downtown  San  Francisco,  where  all  utilities  and 
services  are  currently  provided  for;  no  need  for  any  expansion  of  public  utilities  or  public  service 
facilities  is  anticipated. 

In  light  of  the  above,  utilities  and  service  systems  would  not  be  adversely  affected  by  the  project, 
individually  or  cumulatively,  and  no  significant  effect  would  ensue. 

Mitigation  and  Improvement  Measures 

Because  no  significant  impacts  are  identified  in  the  above  analysis,  no  mitigation  is  required. 


San  Francisco  Department  of  the  Environment,  "Timeline  and  Analysis:  Disposal  Alternatives  for  San  Francisco."  Januarv' 
25,  2008.  Available  on  the  internet  at:  http://www.sfenvironment.org/downloads/librarv;T  salaltemati\  esianuarv  2008.pdl". 
Accessed  March  12,  2009. 
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The  project  site  is  within  an  urban  area  that  is  served  by  public  services,  including  fire  and  police 
services,  public  schools,  parks,  and  other  services.  Police  service  is  provided  to  the  site  primarily  by  the 
San  Francisco  Police  Department's  Southern  Station,  at  850  Bryant  Street,  eight  blocks  from  the  project 
site.  Fire  protection  is  provided  primarily  by  the  three  closest  fire  stations:  Station  1,  at  676  How^ard  Street 
at  Third  Street  (approximately  one  block);  Station  35,  at  Pier  IV/i  on  the  Embarcadero  at  Harrison  Street 
(approximately  three  blocks);  and  Station  8,  at  36  Bluxome  Street,  at  Fourth  Street  (six  blocks). 
Combined,  these  stations  are  equipped  with  three  engine  companies,  two  truck  companies,  two  medic 
units  (ambulance),  and  one  fireboat. 

The  nearest  public  schools  are  the  middle  school  campus  of  Bessie  Carmichael  School/Filipino  Education 
Center  (FEC)  at  Fourth  and  Harrison  Streets,  four  blocks  southwest  of  the  site;  Bessie  Carmichael/FEC 
Elementary  at  Sherman  and  Harrison  Streets,  about  seven  blocks  southwest;  Enola  Maxwell  Middle 
School  at  De  Haro  and  Eighteenth  Streets,  approximately  two  miles  from  the  site;  and  Mission  High 
School  at  Eighteenth  and  Dolores  Streets;  approximately  three  miles  away. 

Impacts 

Significance  Criteria 

The  proposed  project  would  result  in  a  significant  impact  with  respect  to  public  services  if  it  would: 

•       Result  in  substantial  adverse  physical  impacts  associated  with  the  provision  of,  or  the  need  for,  new 
or  physically  altered  governmental  facilities,  the  construction  of  which  could  cause  significant 
environmental  impacts,  in  order  to  maintain  acceptable  service  ratios,  response  times,  or  other 
performance  objectives  for  any  public  services  such  as  fire  protection,  police  protection,  schools, 
parks,  or  other  services. 

Impact  Analysis 

The  project  would  increase  development  on  the  site.  Thus,  the  project  would  increase  the  demand  for,  and 
use  of,  public  services,  but  not  in  excess  of  amounts  expected  and  provided  for  in  this  area.  As  discussed 
in  the  previous  section,  no  need  for  expansion  of  public  services  facilities  is  anticipated  due  to  the 
proposed  project.  The  proposed  project  would  increase  demand  for  police  and  fire  services,  but  not  in 
excess  of  amounts  provided  for  in  the  project  area.  The  project  would  not  be  expected  to  have  a 
substantial  impact  on  police  and  fire  services  and  would  not  necessitate  the  need  for  new  or  physically 
altered  governmental  facilities. 

Based  on  the  citywide  student  generation  rate  employed  by  the  San  Francisco  Unified  School  District 
(SFUSD)  of  0.125  students  per  dwelling  unit  and  the  assumptions  in  Section  IV. C,  Population  and 
Housing,  the  project  would  potentially  generate  up  to  about  70  students.  Given  that  enrollment  in  the 
SFUSD  has  generally  been  declining  for  several  years,  this  number  of  additional  new  students  would  not 
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require  new  school  facilities,  and  it  is  anticipated  that  all  new  students  could  be  accommodated  by 
existing  schools  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  SFUSD.  Therefore,  the  proposed  project  w  ould  not  result  in 
a  significant  environmental  effect  on  schools.  Like  all  new  development,  the  project  \\  ould  be  required  to 
pay  one-time  school  impact  fees  under  Government  Code  Section  65995(b)(3). 

The  Leroy  F.  Greene  School  Facilities  Act  of  1998.  or  Senate  Bill  50  (SB  50).  restricts  the  abilit^^  of  local 
agencies  such  as  the  City  of  San  Francisco  to  deny  land  use  approx  als  on  the  basis  that  public  school 
facilities  are  inadequate.  SB  50  establishes  the  base  amount  of  allowable  de\  eloper  fees  at  S2.63  per 
square  foot  of  residential  construction  and  50.42  per  square  foot  of  commercial  construction  as  of  2006. 
These  fees  are  intended  to  address  local  school  facilits  needs  resulting  from  new  development.  Public 
school  districts  can,  however,  impose  higher  fees  pro^  ided  they  meet  the  conditions  outlined  in  the  act. 

The  incremental  daytime  non-residential  population  growth  that  would  result  from  the  proposed  project 
and  the  new  retail  space  that  would  be  included  in  the  project  w  ould  not  necessitate  the  need  for  new  or 
physically  altered  parks  or  other  gox  emmental  facilities. 

In  light  of  the  above,  public  serv  ices  would  not  be  ad\  ersely  affected  by  the  project.  indi\  idualh-  or 
cumulatively,  and  no  significant  effect  would  ensue. 

Mitigation  and  improvement  Measures 

Because  no  significant  impacts  are  identified  in  the  abo\  e  analysis,  no  mitigation  is  required. 
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Setting 

The  project  site  and  the  majority  of  the  area  around  the  project  site  is  developed  and  covered  with 
structures  and  other  impenneable  surfaces.  There  are  no  trees  located  on  the  project  site;  only  minimal 
landscaping  exists  to  screen  the  existing  parking  lot  from  the  adjacent  streets  and  sidewalks.  The  project 
site  contains  no  wetlands,  nor  have  rare,  threatened,  or  endangered  species  been  observed  at  the  site. 
There  are  no  adopted  habitat  conservation  plans  applicable  to  the  project  site. 

Impacts 

Significance  Criteria 

The  proposed  project  would  result  in  a  significant  impact  with  respect  to  biological  resources  if  it  would: 

•  Have  a  substantial  adverse  effect,  either  directly  or  through  habitat  modifications,  on  any  species 
identified  as  a  candidate,  sensitive,  or  special-status  species  in  local  or  regional  plans,  policies,  or 
regulations,  or  by  the  California  Department  of  Fish  and  Game  or  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service; 

•  Have  a  substantial  adverse  effect  on  any  riparian  habitat  or  other  sensitive  natural  community 
identified  in  local  or  regional  plans,  policies,  regulations  or  by  the  California  Department  of  Fish 
and  Game  or  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service; 

•  Have  a  substantial  adverse  effect  on  federally  protected  wetlands  as  defined  by  Section  404  of  the 
Clean  Water  Act  (including,  but  not  limited  to,  marsh,  vernal  pool,  coastal,  etc.)  through  direct 
removal,  filling,  hydrological  interruption,  or  other  means; 

•  Interfere  substantially  with  the  movement  of  any  native  resident  or  migratory  fish  or  wildlife 
species  or  with  established  native  resident  or  migratory  wildlife  corridors,  or  impede  the  use  of 
native  wildlife  nursery  sites; 

•  Conflict  with  any  local  policies  or  ordinances  protecting  biological  resources,  such  as  a  tree 
preservation  policy  or  ordinance;  or 

•  Conflict  with  the  provisions  of  an  adopted  Habitat  Conservation  Plan,  Natural  Community 
Conservation  Plan,  or  other  approved  local,  regional,  or  state  habitat  conservation  plan. 

Impact  Analysis 

Because  the  project  site  is  in  a  developed  urban  area  and  is  almost  completely  covered  by  impermeable 
surface,  the  proposed  project  would  not  affect  any  rare  plants  or  possible  animal  habitats,  including 
riparian  habitat  or  wetlands.  No  rare,  threatened,  or  endangered  species  would  be  affected  by  the  proposed 
project,  nor  would  the  implementation  of  any  habitat  conservation  plans  or  other  similar  plans  be 
adversely  affected. 

Based  on  the  above,  the  project  would  not  result  in  any  significant  effect  with  regard  to  biology,  nor 
would  tiic  project  contribute  to  any  potential  cumulative  effects  on  biological  resources. 
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Mitigation  and  Improvement  IVIeasures 

Because  no  significant  impacts  are  identified  in  the  above  analysis,  no  mitigation  is  required. 
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The  San  Francisco  General  Plan  Community  Safety  Element  contains  maps  that  show  areas  of  the  City 
subject  to  geologic  hazards.  The  project  site  is  located  in  an  area  subject  to  "strong"  to  "very  strong" 
groundshaking  (Modified  Mercalli  Intensity  VII  to  VIII)  from  a  characteristic  earthquake  along  the 
Peninsula  segment  of  the  San  Andreas  Fault  and  the  northern  Hay  ward  Fault  (Maps  2  and  3  of  the 
Community  Safety  Element,  as  updated  by  the  Association  of  Bay  Area  Governments  (ABAG)  in 
2003).'^'  As  shown  on  the  official  State  of  California  Seismic  Hazards  Zone  Map  for  San  Francisco 
prepared  under  the  Seismic  Hazards  Mapping  Act  of  1990,'-^-  the  project  site  lies  within  a  seismic  hazard 
zone  for  liquefaction.  However,  the  project  site  is  not  in  an  area  subject  to  landslide  (Map  5  of  the 
Community  Safety  Element).  The  project  site  is  not  in  an  area  subject  to  tsunami  run-up,  or  reservoir 
inundation  hazards  (Maps  6  and  7  of  the  Community  Safety  Element). 

The  project  site  is  not  in  an  Alquist-Priolo  Special  Studies  Zone,  and  no  known  active  fault  exists  on  or  in 
the  immediate  vicinity  of  the  site.'  -^-^  The  potential  for  surface  fault  rupture  at  the  site  is  extremely  low. 
The  closest  active  faults  are  the  San  Andreas  Fault,  approximately  8  miles  southwest  of  the  project  site, 
and  the  North  Hay  ward  Fault,  about  10  miles  west  of  the  project  site.  Like  the  entire  San  Francisco  Bay 
Area,  the  project  site  is  subject  to  ground  shaking  in  the  event  of  an  earthquake  on  the  regional  faults. 

Impacts 

Significance  Criteria 

The  proposed  project  would  result  in  a  significant  impact  with  respect  to  geology,  soils,  and  seismicity  if 
it  would: 

•       Expose  people  or  structures  to  potential  substantial  adverse  effects,  including  the  risk  of  loss, 
injury,  or  death  involving: 

»       Rupture  of  a  known  earthquake  fault,  as  delineated  on  the  most  recent  Alquist-Priolo 

Earthquake  Fault  Zoning  Map  issued  by  the  State  Geologist  for  the  area  or  based  on  other 
substantial  evidence  of  a  known  fault?  (Refer  to  Division  of  Mines  and  Geology  Special 
Publication  42.); 

»       Strong  seismic  ground  shaking; 


C  ontinued  research  has  resulted  in  revisions  to  ABAG's  earthquake  hazard  maps.  Available  on  ABAG  website  (viewed 
December  3,  2005)  at:  http://www.abag.ca.gov/bavarea/eqmaps/mapsba.html.  Updated  Shaking  Hazard  Maps  depict 
intensity  of  ground  shaking,  rather  than  estimated  damage.  Based  on  the  1995  ABAG  report,  an  earthquake  on  these  faults 
could  result  in  "nonstructural"  to  "moderate"  damage  in  the  project  vicinity. 

The  Seismic  Hazards  Mapping  Act  was  developed  to  protect  the  public  from  the  effects  of  strong  ground  shaking, 
liquefaction,  landslides,  or  other  ground  failure,  and  from  other  hazards  caused  by  earthquakes.  This  act  requires  the  State 
Geologist  to  delineate  various  seismic  hazard  zones  and  requires  cities,  counties,  and  other  local  permitting  agencies  to 
regulate  certain  development  projects  within  these  zones. 

California  Stale  Department  of  Conservation,  Division  of  Mines  and  Geology  (CDMG)  Cilies  and  Counties  Affected  hv 
Alquisl-Priolo  Earthquake  Fault  Zones  as  of  May  1,  1999,  [http://www.consrv.ca.gov/CGS/rghm/ap/affected.htm1,  accessed 
September  6,  2006,  and  CDMG,  Fault  Rupture  Hazard  Zones  in  California  Alquist  Priolo  Earthquake  Zoning  Act,  Special 
Publication  42,  Revised  1997. 
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»       Seismic-related  ground  failure,  including  liquefaction;  or 
»  Landslides; 

•  Result  in  substantial  soil  erosion  or  the  loss  of  topsoil; 

•  Be  located  on  geologic  unit  or  soil  that  is  unstable,  or  that  would  become  unstable  as  a  result  of  the 
project,  and  potentially  result  in  on-  or  off-site  landslide,  lateral  spreading,  subsidence,  liquefaction, 
or  collapse; 

•  Be  located  on  expansive  soil,  as  defined  in  the  California  Building  Code,  creating  substantial  risks 
to  life  or  property'; 

•  Have  soils  incapable  of  adequately  supporting  the  use  of  septic  tanks  or  alternative  wastewater 
disposal  systems  where  sewers  are  not  available  for  the  disposal  of  wastewater; 

•  Change  substantially  the  topography  or  any  unique  geologic  or  physical  features  of  the  site. 

Impact  Analysis 

Septic  systems  are  not  employed  in  San  Francisco,  and  therefore  this  issue  requires  no  further  discussion. 

A  geotechnical  due  diUgence  study  was  performed  for  the  proposed  project  and  is  summarized  here.'-'* 
The  purpose  of  the  geotechnical  investigation  was  to  explore  subsurface  conditions  and  develop 
recommendations  regarding  the  geotechnical  aspects  of  project  design  and  construction.  Based  on 
available  subsurface  information,  the  project  site  is  likely  blanketed  by  up  to  6  feet  of  fill  underlain  by 
10  to  17  feet  of  loose  to  dense  sand  known  as  Dune  Sand.  Below  the  Dune  Sand  is  a  3-  to  10-foot  layer  of 
Marsh  deposits,  a  moderately  compressible  clay  layer  (primarily  stiff  clay  and  sandy  clay  but  may  contain 
organic  material),  and  below  this  layer  is  a  layer  of  relatively  strong  and  incompressible  Colma  Sand 
capable  of  supporting  building  loads  without  excessive  settlement.  Thus,  a  mat  foundation  would  be 
sufficient  to  support  the  proposed  building.  Bedrock  layers  at  the  project  site  probably  exist  at  an 
elevation  between  -150  and  -160  feet  (approximately  165  to  175  feet  below  grade  at  the  northern  [Howard 
Street]  end  of  the  site).  Previous  geotechnical  investigations  on  the  project  site  have  encountered 
groundwater  at  as  little  as  22  feet  below  grade  (approximately  elevation  -7  feet).  More  recent 
investigations  at  neighboring  sites  encountered  groundwater  at  an  elevation  of  -3  feet.  Groundwater  is 
thus  expected  to  be  encountered  at  elevation  of -2  feet  on  the  project  site,  or  about  17  feet  below  grade. 
Excavation  to  a  depth  of  approximately  30  feet  (-15  feet  elevation)  would  be  required  to  accommodate  the 
proposed  two  level  basement  and  mat  foundation.  The  geotechnical  investigation,  therefore,  recommends 
groundwater  be  drawn  down  at  least  33  feet  below  grade,  three  feet  from  the  bottom  of  the  exca\  ation. 
Dewatering  would  thus  be  required  during  construction. 

According  to  the  geotechnical  due  diligence  study,  although  the  site  is  within  a  seismic  hazard  zone  for 
liquefaction,  as  defined  by  the  Seismic  Hazards  Mapping  Act,  sand  layers  below  the  water  table  have 
sufficient  relative  densities  and/or  clay  contents  to  resist  liquefaction.  Typically  the  soil  layers  of  concern 
for  liquefaction  are  uncontrolled  sandy  fill  and  loose  to  medium  dense  native  sand,  below  the 
groundwater  level.  Due  to  the  nature  of  soil  conditions  at  the  project  site,  a  mat  foundation  would  be 
sufficient  to  support  the  proposed  structure. 


Treadwell  &  Rollo,  Geotechnical  Due  Diligence  Study;  see  footnote  69,  p.  93 
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The  geotechnical  investigation  concluded  that  the  potential  for  surface  faulting  at  the  project  site  is  very 
low.  Surface  faulting  and  consequent  secondary  ground  failure  are  unlikely  in  areas  not  within  designated 
Earthquake  Fault  Zones.  The  project  site  is  not  within  a  designated  earthquake  fault  zone,  and  no  known 
active  or  potentially  active  faults  exist  on  the  site. 

The  primary  geotechnical  concerns,  as  identified  in  the  geotechnical  report,  are:  the  presence  of  Marsh 
deposits  near  the  proposed  depth  of  excavation,  which  may  yield  and  would  therefore  not  provide 
adequate  foundational  support;  the  presence  of  potentially  sensitive  utility  lines  in  Second  Street;  and 
supporting  the  excavation  during  dewatering  and  construction  of  the  basement.  The  report  included 
recommendations  to  address  these  potential  hazards,  which  include:  over  excavation  of  Marsh  deposits 
and  replacement  with  lean  concrete  or  engineered  fill;  stiffer  shoring  systems  to  reduce  vertical  and  lateral 
movements  in  Second  Street;  and  soil  cement  columns  to  control  water  intrusion  during  basement 
excavation.  The  project  sponsor  would  follow  the  recommendations  of  the  final  geotechnical  report. 

Other  than  excavation  beneath  the  site  to  accommodate  the  proposed  basement  and  parking  levels,  the 
proposed  project  would  not  alter  the  topography  of  the  site,  nor  alter  any  unique  geographic  feature,  nor 
would  the  project  result  in  the  substantial  erosion  of  topsoil. 

The  final  building  plans  would  be  reviewed  by  the  Department  of  Building  Inspection  (DBI).  In 
reviewing  building  plans,  the  DBI  refers  to  a  variety  of  information  sources  to  determine  existing  hazards 
and  assess  requirements  for  mitigation.  Sources  reviewed  include  maps  of  Special  Geologic  Study  Areas 
and  known  landslide  areas  in  San  Francisco  as  well  as  the  building  inspectors'  working  knowledge  of 
areas  of  special  geologic  concern.  Potential  geologic  hazards  would  be  mitigated  during  the  permit  review 
process  through  these  measures.  As  with  any  development  proposal  in  an  area  of  liquefaction  potential, 
the  DBI  will,  in  its  review  of  the  building  permit  application,  require  the  project  sponsor  to  prepare  a 
geotechnical  report  that  assesses  the  nature  and  severity  of  the  hazard(s)  on  the  site  and  recommends 
project  design  and  construction  features  that  would  reduce  the  hazards(s).  To  ensure  compliance  with  all 
San  Francisco  Building  Code  provisions  regarding  structural  safety,  when  DBI  reviews  the  geotechnical 
report  and  building  plans  for  a  proposed  project,  it  will  determine  the  adequacy  of  necessary  engineering 
and  design  features  to  reduce  the  potential  damage  to  structures  from  groundshaking  and  liquefaction. 
Therefore,  potential  damage  to  structures  from  geologic  hazards  on  the  project  site  would  be  ameliorated 
through  the  DBI  requirement  for  a  geotechnical  report  and  review  of  the  building  pennit  application.  Any 
changes  incorporated  into  the  foundation  design  required  to  meet  the  San  Francisco  Building  Code 
standards  that  are  identified  as  a  result  of  the  DBI  permit  review  process  would  constitute  minor 
modifications  of  the  project  and  would  not  require  additional  environmental  analysis. 

The  proposed  Caltrain  Downtown  Extension  would  involve  the  construction  of  a  subway  tunnel  leading 
to  the  Transbay  Terminal  and  passing  beneath  Second  Street  immediately  to  the  east  of  the  project  site. 
The  tunnel  would  be  constructed  by  underground  boring  to  the  south  along  Second  Street,  and  by  "cut- 
and-cover"  surface  excavation  in  Second  Street  from  Clementina  Street  north  to  the  new  Transit  Center, 
including  the  area  adjacent  to  the  project  site.  In  this  area,  the  top  of  the  "train  box"  will  be  between  about 
20  and  30  feet  below  grade,  and  the  train  box  will  rest  on  a  layer  of  Colma  Sand  that  is  above  a  thick 
layer  of  Old  Bay  Clay  and  Franciscan  Bedrock.  Total  excavation  would  be  to  a  depth  of  up  to  about 
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75  feet.  Shoring  of  the  excavation  sidewalls  would  be  undertaken  using  soldier  piles  inserted  to  a  depth  of 
up  to  about  100  feet. If  the  proposed  222  Second  Street  project  is  buih  prior  to  the  start  of  construction 
on  the  Caltrain  extension,  the  Caltrain  project  would  undertake  appropriate  shoring  of  the  cut-and-cover 
excavation  adjacent  to  the  project  site,  as  would  be  the  case  with  Caltrain  construction  adjacent  to  other 
structures.  Should  the  order  of  construction  be  reversed  (or  the  two  projects  proceed  simultaneously), 
construction  of  the  proposed  222  Second  Street  project  would  have  to  be  undertaken  without  installation 
of  tiebacks  or  other  excavation  shoring  devices  that  would  extend  into  the  Caltrain  right-of-way.  In  either 

•  case,  construction  of  the  proposed  project  would  be  undertaken  in  coordination  with  the  Transbay  Joint 

•  Powers  Authority,  which  will  oversee  the  new  Transit  Center  and  the  Caltrain  extension.  Accordingly,  it 
is  not  anticipated  that  the  Caltrain  Downtown  Extension  project  would  result  in  adverse  effects  on 
adjacent  structures,  including  the  proposed  222  Second  Street  building. 

In  light  of  the  above,  the  proposed  project  would  not  result  in  a  significant  effect  related  to  geology,  either 
individually  or  cumulatively. 

Mitigation  and  improvement  IVIeasures 

Because  no  significant  impacts  are  identified  in  the  above  analysis,  no  mitigation  is  required. 


Parsons  Transportation  Group,  in  association  with  Arup  and  Jacobs  Associates,  Final  Geotechnical  Interpretive  Report.  Part 
II,  Design  Recommendations  for  the  30%  Preliminary  Engineering  Design  Phase  of  the  Ciil-and-Cover  Segment  of  the  DTK 
Alignment  for  the  Caltrain  Downtown  Extension;  Task  6.3;  Project  No.  130642;  May  18.  2010.  This  document  is  available 
for  review  at  the  Planning  Department,  1650  Mission  Street,  Suite  400,  in  Case  File  No.  2006.1 106E. 
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Setting 

The  project  site  is  cunently  completely  covered  by  paved  and  impermeable  surfaces,  as  it  is  completely 
occupied  by  the  existing  parking  lot  (and,  in  the  case  of  the  area  proposed  to  be  added  to  the  site,  by  the 
existing  loading  dock  for  the  adjacent  631  Howard  Street  building).  Stormwater  runoff  from  the  project 
site  flows  directly,  as  sheet  flow,  to  the  City's  combined  sewage  system  via  storm  drains  located  at  the 
intersection  of  Second  and  Howard  Streets.  The  combined  sewage  system  is  designed  to  collect  and  treat 
both  sanitary  sewage  and  rainwater  runoff  in  the  same  sewer  and  treatment  plants.  Wastewater  treatment 
for  the  east  side  of  the  City,  including  the  project  site,  is  provided  primarily  by  the  Southeast  Water 
Pollution  Control  Plant,  located  in  the  Bayview-Hunters  Point  district. 

Impacts 

Significance  Criteria 

The  proposed  project  would  result  in  a  significant  impact  with  respect  to  hydrology  and  water  quality  if  it 
would: 

•  Violate  any  water  quality  standards  or  waste  discharge  requirements; 

•  Substantially  deplete  groundwater  supplies  or  interfere  substantially  with  groundwater  recharge 
such  that  there  would  be  a  net  deficit  in  aquifer  volume  or  a  lowering  of  the  local  groundwater  table 
level  (e.g.,  the  production  rate  of  pre-existing  nearby  wells  would  drop  to  a  level  which  would  not 
support  existing  land  uses  or  planned  uses  for  which  permits  have  been  granted); 

•  Substantially  alter  the  existing  drainage  pattern  of  the  site  or  area,  including  through  the  alteration 
of  the  course  of  a  stream  or  river,  in  a  manner  that  would  result  in  substantial  erosion  of  siltation 
on-  or  off-site; 

•  Substantially  alter  the  existing  drainage  pattern  of  the  site  or  area,  including  through  the  alteration 
of  the  course  of  a  stream  or  river,  or  substantially  increase  the  rate  or  amount  of  surface  runoff  in  a 
manner  that  would  result  in  flooding  on-  or  off-site; 

•  Create  or  contribute  runoff  water  which  would  exceed  the  capacity  of  existing  or  planned 
stormwater  drainage  systems  or  provide  substantial  additional  sources  of  polluted  runoff; 

•  Otherwise  substantially  degrade  water  quality; 

•  Place  housing  within  a  1 00-year  flood  hazard  area  as  mapped  on  a  federal  Flood  Hazard  Boundary 
or  Flood  Insurance  Rate  Map  or  other  authoritative  flood  hazard  delineation  map; 

•  Place  within  a  1 00-year  flood  hazard  area  structures  that  would  impede  or  redirect  flood  flows; 

•  Expose  people  or  structures  to  a  significant  risk  of  loss,  injury  or  death  involving  flooding, 
including  flooding  as  a  result  of  the  failure  of  a  levee  or  dam;  or 

•  Expose  people  or  structures  to  a  significant  risk  of  loss,  injury  or  death  involving  inundation  by 
seiche,  tsunami,  or  mudflow.  ^ 
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Impact  Analysis 

The  project  would  not  change  the  amount  of  impervious  surface  area  nor  measurably  affect  current  runoff 
or  groundwater.  Therefore,  neither  groundwater  resources  nor  runoff  and  drainage  would  be  adversely 
affected.  As  noted  in  Section  IV. N,  Geology,  Soils,  and  Seismicity,  the  project  site  is  not  in  an  area 
subject  to  tsunami  run-up,  or  reservoir  inundation  hazards  (Maps  6  and  7  of  the  Community  Safety 
Element). 

Construction  of  the  proposed  garage,  which  would  be  below  grade,  would  require  excavation  to  an 
estimated  average  depth  of  about  25  feet,  according  to  the  project  sponsor.  The  geotechnical  investigation 
indicates  a  potential  maximum  depth  of  excavation  of  about  30  feet.  Based  on  the  reported  groundwater 
level  of  15  to  20  feet  below  grade,^^^  dewatering  appears  likely. 

Any  groundwater  encountered  during  construction  of  the  proposed  project  would  be  subject  to 
requirements  of  the  City's  Industrial  Waste  Ordinance  (Ordinance  Number  199-77),  requiring  that 
groundwater  meet  specified  water  quality  standards  before  it  may  be  discharged  into  the  sewer  system. 
The  Bureau  of  Environmental  Regulation  and  Management  of  the  San  Francisco  Public  Utilities 
Commission  must  be  notified  of  projects  necessitating  dewatering,  and  may  require  water  analysis  before 
discharge.  Should  dewatering  be  necessary,  the  final  soils  report  would  address  the  potential  settlement 
and  subsidence  impacts  of  this  dewatering.  Based  upon  this  discussion,  the  report  would  contain  a 
determination  as  to  whether  or  not  a  lateral  movement  and  settlement  survey  should  be  done  to  monitor 
any  movement  or  settlement  of  surrounding  buildings  and  adjacent  streets.  If  a  monitoring  survey  is 
recommended,  the  Department  of  Public  Works  would  require  that  a  Special  Inspector  (as  defined  in 
Article  3  of  the  Building  Code)  be  retained  by  the  project  sponsor  to  perform  this  monitoring. 

Groundwater  observation  wells  would  be  installed  to  monitor  potential  settlement  and  subsidence.  If,  in 
the  judgment  of  the  Special  Inspector,  unacceptable  movement  were  to  occur  during  dewatering, 
groundwater  recharge  would  be  used  to  halt  this  settlement.  Costs  for  the  survey  and  any  necessary 
repairs  to  service  lines  under  the  street  would  be  borne  by  the  project  sponsor. 

Development  in  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  must  account  for  flooding  potential.  Areas  located 
on  fill  or  bay  mud  can  subside  to  a  point  at  which  the  sewers  do  not  drain  freely  during  a  storm  (and 
sometimes  during  dry  weather)  and  there  can  be  backups  or  flooding  near  these  streets  and  sewers.  The 
proposed  project  falls  within  a  seismic  hazard  zone  for  liquefaction,  as  defined  by  the  Seismic  Hazards 
Mapping  Act  (see  Section  IV.O,  Geology,  Soils,  and  Seismicity), '^^  at  an  elevation  of  approximately 
14  feet,  San  Francisco  City  Datum  (SFD).  The  basement  (garage)  levels  would  be  located  below  an 
elevation  of  0,  SFD. 

The  City  has  implemented  a  review  process  to  avoid  flooding  problems  caused  by  the  relative  elevation 
of  the  structure  to  the  hydraulic  grade  line  in  the  sewers.  Applicants  for  building  permits  for  either  new 
construction,  change  of  use  (through  the  Plarming  Department)  or  change  of  occupancy  (through  the 

'      Treadwell  &  Rollo,  Geotechnical  Due  Diligence  Study;  see  footnote  69,  p.  93 

As  noted  in  Section  IV.O,  although  the  site  is  within  a  seismic  hazard  zone  for  liquefaction,  sand  layers  below  the  water 
table  have  sufficient  relative  densities  and/or  clay  contents  to  resist  liquefaction. 
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Department  of  Building  Inspection),  or  for  major  alterations  or  enlargements  are  referred  to  the 
San  Francisco  Public  Utilities  Commission  (SFPUC)  for  a  determination  of  whether  the  project  would 
result  in  ground-level  flooding  during  storms.  The  side  sewer  connection  permits  for  such  projects — 
including  the  proposed  222  Second  Street  project — must  be  reviewed  and  approved  by  the  SFPUC  at  the 
beginning  of  the  review  process  for  all  permit  applications  submitted  to  the  Planning  Department,  the 
Department  of  Building  Inspection,  or  the  Redevelopment  Agency.  The  SFPUC  and/or  its  delegate 
(Department  of  Public  Works,  Hydraulics  Section)  will  review  the  permit  application  and  comment  on  the 
proposed  application  and  the  potential  for  flooding  during  wet  weather.  The  SFPUC  will  receive  and 
return  the  application  within  a  two-week  period  from  date  of  receipt.  The  permit  applicant  shall  refer  to 
SFPUC  requirements  for  information  required  for  the  review  of  projects  in  flood-prone  areas. 
Requirements  may  include  provision  of  a  pump  station  for  the  sewage  flow,  raised  elevation  of 
entry  ways,  and/or  special  sidewalk  construction  and  the  provision  of  deep  gutters. 

As  required,  the  sponsor  for  the  proposed  project  would  coordinate  a  review  with  SFPUC  in  order  to 
determine  if  the  project  would  result  in  ground-level  flooding  during  storms  and  will  incorporate  any 
required  design  measures,  as  applicable.  Therefore,  the  project  would  result  in  less-than-significant 
impact  on  wastewater  systems,  with  respect  to  potential  effects  of  flooding  and  ground  subsidence. 

Maps  published  by  the  Bay  Conservation  and  Development  Commission  (BCDC)  indicate  that,  with  a 
potential  sea  level  rise  of  55  inches  (4.6  feet) —  the  anticipated  rise  in  sea  level  by  2100  due  to  global 
wanning — areas  of  San  Francisco  along  the  Bay  shoreline  could  be  inundated. '^^  However,  the  areas  of 
potential  inundation  indicated  on  the  BCDC  maps  do  not  include  the  project  site.  Nevertheless,  as 
discussed  in  Section  IV. G,  Air  Quality,  continued  emissions  of  greenhouse  gases  and  the  associated 
increase  in  global  warming  can  be  expected  to  have  serious  consequences  for  San  Francisco,  the  Bay 
Area,  California,  and  beyond. 

In  light  of  the  above,  effects  related  to  water  resources  would  not  be  significant,  either  individually  or 
cumulatively. 

Mitigation  and  Improvement  Measures 

Because  no  significant  impacts  are  identified  in  the  above  analysis,  no  mitigation  is  required. 


138 


Bay  Conservation  and  Development  Commission,  "Shoreline  Areas  Vulnerable  to  Sea  Level  Rise:  Central  Bay."  Available 
on  the  internet  at:  http://\vw\v.bede.ca.(;ov/planning/climate  ehanue/elimate  change. shtml. 
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Setting 

Hazardous  Building  Materials 

The  one  existing  structure  on  the  project  site  is  a  small  parking  attendant  kiosk,  which  does  not  contain  any 
materials  that  would  pose  a  potential  hazard  during  its  demolition.  On  the  adjacent  expansion  site,  where 
the  project  would  result  in  demolition  of  the  loading  dock  behind  631  Howard  Street,  hazardous  building 
materials  could  be  present,  including  lead-based  paint  and  asbestos,  given  that  the  loading  dock  was  built  in 
approximately  1949,  when  use  of  these  materials  was  common  in  construction.  The  removal  of  such 
materials  is  regulated  as  described  below  by  Chapter  34  of  the  San  Francisco  Building  Code  and 
Section  19827.5  of  the  California  Health  and  Safety  Code,  respectively. 

Lead-based  Paint 

Lead  was  detected  in  a  paint  survey  in  May  2000  in  exterior  paint  on  the  entire  northeast  and  southwest 
portions  of  the  existing  building,  covering  an  approximate  area  of  2,000  square  feet. 

Work  that  could  result  in  disturbance  of  lead  paint  must  comply  with  Section  3423  of  the  San  Francisco 
Building  Code,  Work  Practices  for  Lead-Based  Paint  on  Pre- 1979  Buildings  and  Steel  Structures.  Where 
there  is  any  work  that  may  disturb  or  remove  lead  paint  on  the  exterior  of  any  building  built  prior  to 
December  31,  1978,  Section  3423  requires  specific  notification  and  work  standards,  and  identifies 
prohibited  work  methods  and  penalties.  (The  reader  may  be  familiar  with  notices  commonly  placed  on 
residential  and  other  buildings  in  San  Francisco  that  are  undergoing  re -painting.  Generally  affixed  to  a 
drape  that  covers  all  or  portions  of  a  building,  these  notices  are  a  required  part  of  the  Section  3423 
notification  procedure.) 

Section  3423  applies  to  the  exterior  of  all  buildings  or  steel  structures  on  which  original  construction  was 
completed  prior  to  1979  (which  are  assumed  to  have  lead-based  paint  on  their  surfaces,  unless 
demonstrated  otherwise  through  laboratory  analysis),  and  to  the  interior  of  residential  buildings,  hotels, 
and  childcare  centers.  The  ordinance  contains  performance  standards,  including  establishment  of 
containment  barriers,  at  least  as  effective  at  protecting  human  health  and  the  environment  as  those  in  the 
HUD  Guidelines  (the  most  recent  Guidelines  for  Evaluation  and  Control  of  Lead-Based  Paint  Hazards) 
and  identifies  prohibited  practices  that  may  not  be  used  in  disturbances  or  removal  of  lead-based  paint. 
Any  person  performing  work  subject  to  the  ordinance  shall,  to  the  maximum  extent  possible,  protect  the 
ground  from  contamination  during  exterior  work;  protect  floors  and  other  horizontal  surfaces  from  work 
debris  during  interior  work;  and  make  all  reasonable  efforts  to  prevent  migration  of  lead  paint 
contaminants  beyond  containment  barriers  during  the  course  of  the  work.  Clean-up  standards  require  the 
removal  of  visible  work  debris,  including  the  use  of  a  High  Efficiency  Particulate  Air  Filter  (HEPA) 
vacuum  following  interior  work. 

The  ordinance  also  includes  notification  requirements  and  requirements  for  signs.  Prior  to  the 
commencement  of  work,  the  responsible  party  must  provide  written  notice  to  the  Director  of  the 
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Department  of  Building  Inspection  (DBI)  of  the  address  and  location  of  the  project;  the  scope  of  work, 
including  specific  location;  methods  and  tools  to  be  used;  the  approximate  age  of  the  structure; 
anticipated  job  start  and  completion  dates  for  the  work;  whether  the  building  is  residential  or 
nonresidential,  owner-occupied  or  rental  property;  the  dates  by  which  the  responsible  party  has  or  will 
fulfill  any  tenant  or  adjacent  property  notification  requirements;  and  the  name,  address,  telephone 
number,  and  pager  number  of  the  party  who  will  perform  the  work.  (Further  requirements  include  a  sign 
when  containment  is  required,  notice  to  occupants,  availability  of  a  pamphlet  related  to  protection  from 
lead  in  the  home,  and  early  commencement  of  work  [requested  by  tenant].)  The  ordinance  contains 
provisions  regarding  inspection  and  sampling  for  compliance  by  DBI,  and  enforcement,  and  describes 
penalties  for  non-compliance  with  the  requirements  of  the  ordinance. 

Asbestos 

Section  19827.5  of  the  California  Health  and  Safety  Code  requires  that  local  agencies  not  issue 
demolition  or  alteration  permits  until  an  applicant  has  demonstrated  compliance  with  notification 
requirements  under  applicable  Federal  regulations  regarding  hazardous  air  pollutants,  including  asbestos. 
The  Bay  Area  Air  Quality  Management  District  (BAAQMD)  is  vested  by  the  California  legislature  with 
authority  to  regulate  airborne  pollutants,  including  asbestos,  through  both  inspection  and  law 
enforcement,  and  is  to  be  notified  ten  days  in  advance  of  any  proposed  demolition  or  abatement  work. 

Notification  includes  the  names  and  addresses  of  operations  and  persons  responsible;  description  and 
location  of  the  structure  to  be  demolished/altered  including  size,  age  and  prior  use,  and  the  approximate 
amount  of  friable  asbestos;  scheduled  starting  and  completion  dates  of  demolition  or  abatement;  nature  of 
planned  work  and  methods  to  be  employed;  procedures  to  be  employed  to  meet  BAAQMD  requirements; 
and  the  name  and  location  of  the  waste  disposal  site  to  be  used.  The  District  randomly  inspects  asbestos 
removal  operations.  In  addition,  the  District  will  inspect  any  removal  operation  when  a  complaint  has 
been  received. 

The  local  office  of  the  State  Occupational  Safety  and  Health  Administration  (OSHA)  must  be  notified  of 
asbestos  abatement  to  be  carried  out.  Asbestos  abatement  contractors  must  follow  state  regulations 
contained  in  8CCRI529  and  8CCR341.6  through  341.14  where  there  is  asbestos-related  work  involving 
100  square  feet  or  more  of  asbestos-containing  material.  Asbestos  removal  contractors  must  be  certified 
as  such  by  the  Contractors  Licensing  Board  of  the  State  of  California.  The  owner  of  the  property  where 
abatement  is  to  occur  must  have  a  Hazardous  Waste  Generator  Number  assigned  by  and  registered  with 
the  Office  of  the  California  Department  of  Health  Services  in  Sacramento.  The  contractor  and  hauler  of 
the  material  are  required  to  file  a  Hazardous  Waste  Manifest  which  details  the  hauling  of  the  material 
from  the  site  and  the  disposal  of  it.  Pursuant  to  California  law,  the  DBI  would  not  issue  the  required 
permit  until  the  applicant  has  complied  with  the  notice  and  abatement  requirements  described  above.  The 
loading  dock  could  contain  asbestos  both  internally  and  on  the  roof,  as  asbestos  was  historically 
commonly  used  in  floor  tile  mastic  and  roofing  tar  and  patching  materials.  Prior  to  demolition  of  the 
loading  dock,  the  project  sponsor  would  be  required  to  obtain  an  asbestos  survey  of  the  loading  dock  and 
to  comply  with  state  and  local  asbestos  removal  requirements,  as  applicable  depending  on  the  results  of 
the  survey. 
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Prior  Uses  of  the  Site 

A  Phase  1  environmental  site  assessment  conducted  for  the  project  site^^^  identifies  the  previous  use  of  the 
site  as  an  auto  serv  ice  center  and  refers  to  the  remo\  al  of  four  abandoned  tanks  under  the  sidewalk  at  the 
extreme  eastern  end  of  the  site  on  July  31.  1975.  The  Phase  1  site  assessment  also  refers  to  a  ground  water 
sampling  report  for  the  subject  propertv'  undertaken  by  Romig  Consulting  Engineers  (Romig)  and  dated 
August  6.  1999.  indicating  ground  w  ater  at  the  site  was  affected  by  a  limited  amount  of  degraded  gasoline 
and  benzene,  toluene,  ethylene,  and  xylenes  (BTEX)  compounds  remaining  fi^om  the  underground  storage 
tank  and  piping  remo\  al.  Ho\\  e\  er.  according  to  Romig.  the  low  le\"els  of  hydrocarbons  did  not  warrant 
ground  water  clean  up.  Ground  water  monitoring  wells  were  remo\"ed  from  the  subject  property,'  in 
September  2006.  and  a  "No  Further  Action"  letter  was  subsequently  issued  to  the  subject  property-  by  the 
San  Francisco  Department  of  Public  Flealth. 

Impacts 

Significance  Criteria 

The  proposed  project  w  ould  result  in  a  significant  impact  with  respect  to  hazards  and  hazardous  materials 

if  it  would: 

•  Create  a  significant  hazard  to  the  public  or  the  en\  ironment  through  the  routine  transport,  use.  or 
disposal  of  hazardous  materials; 

•  Create  a  significant  hazard  to  the  public  or  the  en\  ironment  through  reasonably  foreseeable  upset 
and  accident  conditions  involving  the  release  of  hazardous  materials  into  the  environment: 

•  Emit  hazardous  emissions  or  handle  hazardous  or  acutely  hazardous  materials,  substances,  or  waste 
within  one-quaiier  mile  of  an  existing  or  proposed  school; 

•  Be  located  on  a  site  which  is  included  on  a  list  of  hazardous  materials  sites  compiled  pursuant  to 
Govermnent  Code  Section  65962.5  and.  as  a  result,  would  it  create  a  significant  hazard  to  the  public 
or  the  environment: 

•  Impair  implementation  of  or  ph\  sicalh'  interfere  w  ith  an  adopted  emergency  response  plan  or 
emergency  e\"acuation  plan:  or 

•  Expose  people  or  stiuctures  to  a  significant  risk  of  loss.  injur\'  or  death  invoh  ing  fires. 

A  project  w  ould  also  nonnalK  result  in  a  significant  impact  with  respect  to  hazards  and  hazardous 
materials  if  it  would  be  located  within  an  airport  land  use  plan  area.  or.  where  such  a  plan  has  not  been 
adopted,  in  an  area  within  Uvo  miles  of  a  public  airport  or  public  use  airport,  and  would  result  in  a  safety 
hazard  for  people  residing  or  working  in  the  project  area.  Additionally,  for  a  project  located  in  the  vicinity 
of  a  private  airstrip,  the  project  would  nonnally  have  a  significant  effect  if  it  would  result  in  a  safet\ 
hazard  for  people  residing  or  working  in  the  project  area.  The  project  site  is  not  within  an  airport  land  use 
plan  area,  nor  is  it  in  the  vicinit}  of  a  pri\  ate  airstrip;  therefore,  these  are  not  applicable. 


Hillmann  En\  ironmental  Group.  LLC.  Phase  1  Em  ironmental  Site  Assessment:  Parking  Lot  222  2nd  Street,  San  Francisco, 
Ca.  October  16.  2006.  This  repon  is  a\  ailable  for  re\  iew  at  the  Plannina  Department.  1650  Mission  Street,  Suite  400.  in 
Case  File  No.  2006. 11 06E. 
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Impact  Analysis 

Hazardous  Materials  Use  in  the  Project 

As  an  office  and  retail  building,  the  proposed  project  could  employ  small  quantities  of  common 
household  hazardous  materials  such  as  solvents  and  cleaners.  However,  the  project  would  not  generate 
substantial  hazardous  emissions,  nor  would  it  include  the  use  of  acutely  hazardous  materials,  and 
therefore,  there  would  be  no  adverse  effect  on  the  nearby  child  care  center  at  75  Hawthorne  Street, 
located  on  the  project  block,  nor  to  the  general  public. 

Hazardous  Building  Materials 

Because  the  parking  attendant  kiosk  on  the  project  site  does  not  contain  any  materials  that  would  pose  a 
potential  hazard  during  its  demolition,  the  potential  impacts  of  hazardous  building  materials  from 
demolition  of  this  structure  are  less  than  significant.  Potential  impacts  related  to  demolition  of  the  loading 
dock  behind  the  63 1  Howard  Street  building  would  be  reduced  to  a  less-than-significant  level  through 
compliance  with  existing  laws  and  regulations.  Therefore,  no  significant  impacts  related  to  hazardous 
building  materials  would  result  from  the  proposed  project,  and  not  mitigation  measures  are  required. 

Prior  Uses  of  the  Site 

Because  the  Phase  I  site  assessment  found  that  underground  tanks  previously  located  beneath  the  site  had 
been  removed,  because  groundwater  contamination  did  not  warrant  cleanup,  and  because  a  "No  Further 
Action"  letter  has  been  issued  for  the  site  by  the  Department  of  Public  Health,  the  project  would  not  result 
in  any  significant  impacts  with  regard  to  prior  uses  of  hazardous  materials  at  the  site.  The  project  site  is  not 
on  the  list  of  hazardous  materials  sites  compiled  pursuant  to  Government  Code  Section  65962.5. 

Fire  Hazards;  Emergency  Response  or  Evacuation  Plans 

San  Francisco  ensures  fire  safety  primarily  through  provisions  of  the  Building  Code  and  the  Fire  Code. 
Existing  and  new  buildings  are  required  to  meet  standards  contained  in  these  codes.  In  addition,  the  final 
building  plans  would  be  reviewed  by  the  San  Francisco  Fire  Department  (as  well  as  the  Department  of 
Building  Inspection),  in  order  to  ensure  conformance  with  these  provisions.  The  proposed  project  would 
conform  to  these  standards,  which  (depending  on  the  building  type)  may  also  include  development  of  an 
emergency  procedure  manual  and  an  exit  drill  plan.  In  this  way,  potential  fire  hazards  would  be  mitigated 
during  the  permit  review  process. 

Occupants  of  the  proposed  building  would  contribute  to  congestion  if  an  emergency  evacuation  of  the 
South  of  Market  District  were  required.  The  California  Health  and  Safety  Code  (CCR,  Title  19, 
Section  3.09)  requires  emergency  planning  and  infonnation  for  all  office  buildings  two  or  more  stories  in 
height,  hotels,  motels,  lodging  houses,  high-rise  office  buildings,  and  apartment  houses  two  or  more 
stories  in  height  that  contain  three  or  more  d\^!'elling  units.  Additionally,  project  construction  would  have 
to  confonn  to  the  provisions  of  the  Building  Code  and  Fire  Code,  which  require  additional  life-safety 
protections  for  high-rise  buildings. 
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In  light  of  the  above,  project  effects  related  to  hazards  and  hazardous  materials  would  not  be  significant, 
either  individually  or  cumulatively. 

Mitigation  and  Improvement  IVIeasures 

Because  no  significant  impacts  are  identified  in  the  above  analysis,  no  mitigation  is  required. 
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Setting 

The  project  site  is  in  a  built-out  urban  area  with  no  known  mineral  resources. 

Energy  use  at  the  site  at  present  is  minimal,  given  that  the  site  is  currently  used  for  surface  parking  and 
the  expansion  site,  where  the  63 1  Howard  Street  loading  dock  is  located,  is  used  primarily  for  parking  of 
a  single  vehicle. 

Impacts 

Significance  Criteria 

The  proposed  project  would  result  in  a  significant  impact  with  respect  to  mineral  and  energy  resources  if 
it  would: 

•  Result  in  the  loss  of  availability  of  a  known  mineral  resource  that  would  be  of  value  to  the  region 
and  the  residents  of  the  state; 

•  Result  in  the  loss  of  availability  of  a  locally-important  mineral  resource  recovery  site  delineated  on 
a  local  general  plan,  specific  plan  or  other  land  use  plan;  or 

•  Encourage  activities  which  result  in  the  use  of  large  amounts  of  fuel,  water,  or  energy,  or  use  these 
in  a  wasteful  manner. 

Impact  Analysis 

The  project  would  be  located  on  an  urban  infill  site.  The  project  would  not  require  quarrying,  mining, 
dredging,  or  extraction  of  locally  important  mineral  resources  on  site,  nor  would  it  deplete  any 
nonrenewable  natural  resources.  Therefore,  the  project  would  have  no  effect  on  mineral  resources. 

All  land  in  San  Francisco,  including  the  project  site,  is  designated  Mineral  Resource  Zone  4  (MRZ-4)  by 
the  California  Division  of  Mines  and  Geology  (CDMG)  under  the  Surface  Mining  and  Reclamation  Act 
of  1975  (CDMG,  Open  File  Report  96-03  and  Special  Report  146  Parts  I  and  II).  This  designation 
indicates  that  there  is  inadequate  information  available  for  assignment  to  any  other  MRZ  and  thus  the  site 
is  not  a  designated  area  of  significant  mineral  deposits.  Since  the  project  site  is  already  developed,  future 
evaluation  or  designation  of  the  site  would  not  affect  or  be  affected  by  the  proposed  project.  There  are  no 
operational  mineral  resource  recovery  sites  in  the  project  area  whose  operations  or  accessibility  would  be 
affected  by  the  construction  or  operation  of  the  proposed  project. 

The  proposed  project  would  include  new  off  and  restaurant/retail  space  and  parking.  Development  of 
these  uses  would  not  result  in  large  amounts  of  fuel,  water,  or  energy  in  the  context  of  energy  use 
throughout  the  City  and  region.  The  project  demand  would  be  typical  for  a  project  of  this  scope  and 
nature  and  would  meet,  or  exceed,  the  current  state  and  local  codes  and  standards  concerning  energy 
consumption,  including  Title  24  of  the  California  Code  of  Regulations.  Documentation  showing 
compliance  with  these  standards  is  submitted  with  the  application  for  the  building  pennit.  Title  24  is 


Case  No.  2006.1 106E 


166 

206337 


222  Second  Street 


IV.  ENVIRONMENTAL  SETTING,  IMPACTS,  AND  MITIGATION  MEASURES 


Q.  MINERAL  AND  ENERGY  RESOURCES 


enforced  by  the  DBI.  Moreover,  as  a  LEED-certified  building,  the  proposed  project  would  incorporate 
energy-saving  features  that  would  reduce  energy  consumption  to  levels  lower  than  those  of  comparable 
non-LEED-certified  structures.  Because  the  proposed  project  would  meet  current  state  and  local  codes 
concerning  energy  consumption  and  would  not  cause  a  wasteful  use  of  energy,  and  because  of  the 
project's  stated  goal  of  LEED  certification,  effects  related  to  energy  consumption  would  not  be 
considered  significant. 

In  light  of  the  above,  the  proposed  project  would  not  result  in  a  significant  effect  with  regard  to  mineral 
and  energy  resoujces. 

Mitigation  and  Improvement  IVIeasures 

Because  no  significant  impacts  are  identified  in  the  above  analysis,  no  mitigation  is  required. 
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Setting 

The  project  site  is  located  in  a  built-out  urban  area  and  there  are  no  agricuhural  or  farmland  resources,  nor 
any  forested  lands,  located  on  or  near  the  project  site.  The  site  is  not  zoned  for  agricultural  use  nor  is  it 
within  a  Williamson  Act  contract. 

Impacts 

Significance  Criteria 

The  proposed  project  would  result  in  a  significant  impact  with  respect  to  mineral  and  energy  resources  if 
it  would: 

•  Convert  Prime  Farmland.  Unique  Farmland,  or  Farmland  of  Statewide  Importance,  as  shown  on  the 
maps  prepared  pursuant  to  the  Familand  Mapping  and  Monitoring  Program  of  the  California 
Resources  Agency,  to  non-agricultural  use; 

•  Conflict  with  existing  zoning  for  agricultural  or  forestry  use,  or  a  Williamson  Act  contract;  or 

•  Involve  other  changes  in  the  existing  environment  which,  due  to  their  location  or  nature,  could 
result  in  conversion  of  Farmland  of  Statewide  Importance,  to  non-agricultural  use. 

Impact  Analysis 

Inasmuch  as  the  proposed  project  would  be  developed  in  an  urban  area  with  no  agricultural,  farmland,  or 
forestry  resources  in  the  vicinity,  the  project  would  not  result  in  the  conversion  of  farmland  to  non- 
agricultural  uses,  nor  would  it  convert  any  forest  land  to  non-forest  use. 

Therefore,  the  project  would  have  no  effect  on  agricultural  resources. 

Mitigation  and  Improvement  Measures 

Because  no  significant  impacts  are  identified  in  the  above  analysis,  no  mitigation  is  required. 
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A.  Growth  Inducement 

In  general,  a  project  would  be  considered  growth-inducing  if  its  implementation  would  result  in 
substantial  population  increases  and/or  new  development  in  other  nearby  areas  that  might  not  occur  if  the 
project  were  not  approved  and  implemented,  particularly  if  the  project  would  facilitate  growth  by 
removing  a  major  obstacle  to  development  in  a  particular  area  (such  as  by  provision  of  major  new  public 
-services  to  an  area  where  those  services  are  not  currently  available).  The  proposed  project  would  consist 
of  development  of  a  single  office  tower  on  a  site  currently  in  use  as  a  surface  parking  lot,  in  a  heavily 
developed  area  of  downtown  San  Francisco,  in  a  manner  consistent  with  the  Downtown  Plan  and  existing 
zoning  on  the  site.  The  proposed  project  would  not  necessitate  or  induce  the  extension  of  municipal 
infrastructure.  The  project  would  be  constructed  in  an  area  that  makes  up  the  City's  South  Financial 
District  and  has  also  been  the  location  of  recent  residential  projects.  As  such,  the  proposed  project  would 
not  be  expected  to  substantially  alter  development  patterns  in  Downtown  or  elsewhere  in  San  Francisco. 
The  site  is  also  near  the  focus  of  continuing  high-density  residential  development  on  Rincon  Hill.  As  a 
result,  the  project  could  potentially  provide  employment  for  some  nearby  residents. 

The  proposed  project  would  consist  of  infill  in  a  developed  urban  area,  with  services  and  transit  available, 
and  could  be  considered  a  response  to  the  increasing  mixed-use  character  of  the  project  vicinity,  as  much 
as  a  potential  inducement  to  further  growth.  To  the  extent  that  employees  in  the  project's  new  office 
tower  were  to  live  nearby,  the  project  would  result  in  substantially  less  impact  on  transportation  systems 
and  air  quahty  than  would  development  of  a  similar  amount  of  office  space  in  a  more  outlying  part  of  the 
Bay  Area  where  fewer  services  and  less  transit  access  is  provided.  Moreover,  the  proposed  project  would 
be  developed  in  an  existing  established  employment  center — downtown  San  Francisco — that  is  served  by 
existing  infrastructure,  including  transit.  That  is,  the  project  would  not  create  a  substantial  concentration 
of  new  employment  in  an  area  that  is  lacking  basic  services  that  would  have  to  be  newly  provided  for. 

In  view  of  the  above,  there  is  no  reason  to  conclude  that  the  project  would  result  in  substantial  additional 
development  in  the  project  site  vicinity  that  would  not  otherwise  occur,  and  the  project  thus  would  not 
result  in  substantial  inducement  to  further  growth. 
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B.  Significant  Environmental  Effects  that  Cannot  Be 
Avoided  if  the  Proposed  Project  Is  Implemented 

In  accordance  with  Section  2 1 067  of  the  California  Environmental  Quality  Act  (CEQA),  and  with 
Sections  15040,  15081  and  15082  of  the  State  CEQA  Guidelines,  potential  impacts  that  could  not  be 
eliminated  or  reduced  to  an  insignificant  level  are  limited  to  transportation  effects. 

Transportation 

The  proposed  project  would  result  in  a  significant  impact  at  the  intersection  of  Harrison/Second  Streets, 
Although  the  addition  of  project  traffic  would  not  alter  the  existing  level  of  service  (LOS) ,  which  would 
remain  at  an  unacceptable  LOS  E  for  the  intersection  overall,  project  traffic  would  constitute  about 
16  percent  of  the  southbound  left  turn  volume  (which  would  operate  with  unacceptable  LOS  F 
conditions),  and  the  increased  delay  at  this  intersection  would  constitute  a  significant  project  traffic 
impact.  No  feasible  mitigation  is  available  for  this  impact;  the  unacceptable  LOS  is  primarily  the  result  of 
heavy  traffic  flow  to  the  Bay  Bridge  in  the  p.m.  peak  hour. 

In  addition,  the  proposed  project's  contribution  to  future  traffic  growth  at  the  intersections  of 
Howard/Third  Streets,  Howard/New  Montgomery  Streets,  Folsom/Second  Streets,  and  Harrison/Second 
Streets  would  constitute  a  cumulatively  considerable  contribution  to  adverse  2025  cumulative  traffic 
conditions,  and  would  be  considered  a  significant  impact.  That  determination  was  reached  based  on  the 
examination  of  the  traffic  volumes  for  the  vehicle  movements  that  determine  the  overall  level  of  service 
performance  at  the  intersections  projected  to  operate  at  LOS  E  or  F  under  2025  cumulative  conditions. 
The  project  would  add  substantial  numbers  of  vehicles  to  turning  movements  that  determine  the  overall 
LOS  F  performance  (i.e.,  "critical"  movements)  at  these  four  intersections. 

No  feasible  mitigation  is  available  for  the  cumulative  impacts  at  the  above  four  intersections,  as  each 
intersection  is  already  signalized.  Therefore,  this  impact  would  be  significant  and  unavoidable. 

No  other  significant  impacts  were  identified  that  could  not  be  mitigated  to  a  less-than-significant  level. 

C.  Significant  Irreversible  Environmental  Changes  That 
Would  Result  if  the  Proposed  Project  is  Implemented 

In  accordance  with  Section  21 100(b)(2)(B)  of  CEQA,  and  Section  15126.2(c)  of  the  CEQA  Guidelines, 
an  EIR  must  identify  any  significant  irreversible  environmental  changes  that  could  result  from 
implementation  of  the  proposed  project.  This  may  include  current  or  future  uses  of  non-renewable 
resources,  and  secondary  or  growth-inducing  impacts  that  commit  future  uses  of  non-renewable 
resources,  and  secondary  or  growth-inducing  impacts  that  commit  ftiture  generations  to  similar  uses. 
According  to  the  CEQA  Guidelines,  irretrievable  commitments  of  resources  should  be  evaluated  to  assure 
that  such  current  consumption  is  justified. 

In  general,  such  irreversible  commitments  include  resources  such  as  energy  consumed  and  construction 
materials  used  in  construction  of  a  proposed  project,  as  well  as  the  energy  and  natural  resources  (notably 
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water)  that  would  be  required  to  sustain  a  project  and  its  inhabitants  or  occupants  over  the  usable  life  of 
the  project.  This  latter  commitment  of  resources  to  project  operation  essentially  assumes  that  residents  or 
occupants  would  not  require  a  similar  commitment  but  for  the  proposed  project;  that  is,  in  the  case  of  the 
222  Second  Street  project,  occupants  of  the  proposed  office  space  would  not  work  in  San  Francisco,  and 
perhaps  would  not  live  in  the  Bay  Area,  unless  the  project  were  constructed.  Such  a  condition  is  unlikely 
(because  other  office  space  is,  and  will  continue  to  be  available  in  the  City  and  because  a  limited  number 
of  employees  in  any  given  building  are  likely  to  relocate  to  the  area  as  a  result  of  their  employment), 
although  the  assumption  is  consistent  with  similar  conservative  assumptions  underlying  the  rest  of  the 
analyses  in  the  EiR  (e.g.,  that  trips  generated  by  workers  in  the  proposed  project  would  not  occur  in 
downtown  San  Francisco  unless  the  project  were  constructed). 

In  this  light,  it  can  be  said  that  the  proposed  project  would  intensify  development  at  the  project  site  and  in 
the  vicinity,  although  as  noted  elsewhere  in  this  EIR,  the  project  would  be  consistent  with  land  use  and 
development  patterns  in  the  built-out  urban  environment  that  characterizes  downtown  San  Francisco.  The 
project  would  commit  future  generations  to  an  irreversible  commitment  of  energy,  primarily  in  the  form 
of  fossil  fuels  (unless  substantially  replaced  at  some  point  in  the  future)  for  heating  and  cooling  of  the 
building,  for  automobile  and  truck  fiiel,  and  for  energy  production  for  lighting,  computers,  and  other 
equipment  in  the  building.  The  project  would  also  require  an  ongoing  commitment  of  potable  water  for 
building  occupants.  Additionally,  the  project  would  use  fossil  fuel  during  demolition  of  the  existing 
parking  lot  and  adjacent  building  loading  dock  and  in  construction  of  the  proposed  project.  Construction 
would  also  require  the  commitment  of  construction  materials,  such  as  steel,  aluminum,  and  other  metals, 
concrete,  masonry,  lumber,  sand  and  gravel,  and  other  such  materials,  as  well  as  water.  Because  the 
project  would  comply  with  California  Code  of  Regulations  Title  24  and  is  intended  to  be  LEED  Gold 
certified,  it  would  be  expected  to  use  less  energy  and  water  over  the  lifetime  of  the  proposed  building  than 
a  comparable  non-certified  structure,  and  would  not  use  energy  or  water  in  a  wasteful  manner. 

D.  Areas  of  Known  Controversy  and  Issues  to  Be  Resolved 

On  the  basis  of  public  comments  on  the  NOP,  potential  areas  of  controversy  and  unresolved  issues  for 
this  project  include  effects  on  traffic,  transit,  and  parking;  compatibility  with  surrounding  development; 
noise  and  air  quality  impacts  of  construction,  including  cumulative  construction  impacts;  and  seismic 
safety.  These  issues  are  discussed  in  this  EIR. 
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Alternatives  to  the  Proposed  Project 

This  chapter  identifies  aUematives  to  the  proposed  project  and  discusses  environmental  impacts 
associated  with  each  ahemative.  Project  decision-makers  could  adopt  any  of  the  following  alternatives,  if 
feasible,  instead  of  approving  the  proposed  project. 

A.  Alternative  A:  No  Project 

Description 

This  alternative  would  entail  no  change  to  the  site,  which  would  remain  in  its  existing  condition.  The 
existing  parking  lot  and  loading  dock  at  the  adjacent  631  Howard  Street  building  would  continue  to 
operate  for  the  foreseeable  future. 

Impacts 

Under  this  altemative,  the  project  impacts  that  are  described  in  Chapter  IV  would  not  occur.  In  particular, 
there  would  be  no  significant  traffic  impact,  including  cumulative  impacts;  although  three  study 
intersections  that  currently  operate  at  Level  of  Service  (LOS)  E  or  F  would  continue  to  do  so,  this 
altemative  would  make  no  contribution  to  this  impact.  With  no  excavation,  this  altemative  would  avoid 
the  project's  significant  but  mitigable  effect  on  archeological  resources.  Under  this  altemative,  no  new 
stmcture  would  be  buih,  and  this  altemative  would  therefore  avoid  the  project's  less-than-significant 
impacts  on  aesthetics,  historical  resources,  shadow,  and  wind.  Also,  this  altemative  would  result  in  no 
emissions  of  criteria  pollutants,  and  would  avoid  the  project's  less-than-significant  impacts  on  air  quality. 
Additionally,  none  of  the  other  less-than-significant  impacts  identified  in  Chapter  IV  would  transpire 
under  this  altemative. 

This  altemative  would  not  result  in  any  new  significant  impacts  that  would  not  arise  with  the  proposed 
project. 

B.  Compliance  with  Planning  Code  Bulk  Limits 

Description  ' 

Under  this  altemative,  an  office  tower  would  be  built  at  essentially  the  same  density  as  with  the  proposed 
project  (i.e.,  the  office  and  retail  floor  area  would  be  virtually  the  same  as  that  with  the  project  and  the 
same  number  of  auto  and  bicycle  parking  spaces  would  be  provided).  However,  this  altemative  would 
entail  constmction  of  a  27-story  building,  compared  to  26  stories  with  the  proposed  project,  and  the  shape 
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of  the  building  would  be  tailored  to  the  Downtown  Plan  bulk  limits  (as  set  forth  in  the  controls  for  the 
"S"  bulk  district  in  which  the  project  site  is  located).  The  office  tower  under  this  altemative  would  consist 
of  three  elements,  as  with  the  project,  but  the  lower  tower  would  have  floor  plates  about  1 5  percent 
smaller  than  those  of  the  project.  Thus,  this  altemative  would  have  an  eight-story  base  that  would  occupy 
the  entire  project  site  and  be  103  feet  tall,  the  maximum  permitted  under  the  Planning  Code,  compared  to 
the  approximately  60-foot  height  of  the  base  element  with  the  proposed  project;  a  nine-story  lower  tower, 
which  would  have  floor  plates  of  17,000  gross  square  feet,  almost  25  percent  smaller  than  the  base;  and  a 
10-story  upper  tower,  with  floor  plates  of  12,000  gross  square  feet,  almost  30  percent  smaller  than  those 
of  the  lower  tower  (less  than  55  percent  as  large  as  the  floor  plates  of  the  base).  To  achieve  the  relative 
bulk  reductions,  the  lower  tower  would  be  set  back  from  the  building  base  on  all  four  sides,  and  there 
would  be  additional  setbacks  at  the  upper  tower.  Like  the  proposed  project,  this  altemative  would  have  a 
20-foot-tall  mechanical  penthouse.  Also  like  the  proposed  project,  this  altemative  would  have  a  two-way 
entrance  ramp  to  the  basement  parking  levels  on  Howard  Street.  Open  space  would  be  provided  at  the 
floors  where  the  lower  and  upper  towers  would  be  set  back  (floors  9  and  18),  as  opposed  to  the  ground- 
floor  open  space  in  the  proposed  project. 

The  height  of  the  tower  under  this  altemative  would  be  the  same  as  that  of  the  proposed  project — 
approximately  350  feet  plus  mechanical  levels — because,  while  this  alternative  would  have  one  additional 
story,  the  floor-to-floor  heights  would  be  reduced  by  4  inches  (in  the  upper  and  lower  towers)  to  6  inches 
(in  the  eight-story  base),  compared  to  those  of  the  proposed  project.  In  addition,  the  ground  floor  would 
be  several  feet  shorter  than  the  double-height  lobby  proposed  with  the  project.  Therefore,  this  altemative, 
unlike  the  proposed  project  (which  requires  rezoning  and  a  General  Plan  map  amendment  for  height), 
would  comply  with  the  350-foot  height  limit  that  applies  to  most  of  the  project  site.''*^  Figure  23  depicts  a 
massing  diagram  of  this  altemative. 

As  a  result  of  the  differences  in  tower  bulk  compared  to  the  proposed  project,  this  altemative  would  not 
require  an  exception  under  Planning  Code  Section  309  to  the  bulk  controls  of  Section  270,  as  would  the 
proposed  project.  Like  the  proposed  project,  this  altemative  would  require  an  exception  to  the  ground- 
level  wind  current  requirements  (Section  148)  because  this  altemative,  like  the  project,  would  not  be 
expected  to  reduce  existing  exceedances  of  the  pedestrian  wind  speed  criterion.  Although  this  altemative 
would  comply  with  the  bulk  controls  in  Section  270,  it  would,  like  the  project,  require  an  exception  to 
requirement  of  Section  146  that  the  building  shape  be  defined  by  a  plane  sloping  away  from  Second 
Street  at  a  prescribed  angle  above  a  specified  height. 

As  with  the  proposed  project,  this  altemative  would  include  acquisition  of  a  portion  of  the  adjacent 
63 1  Howard  Street  parcel  and  demohtion  of  the  concrete  loading  dock  on  that  site. 


The  northwest  comer  of  the  site,  where  the  height  limit  is  150  feet,  would  be  occupied  only  by  the  eight-stor>\  103-foot-lall 
base  of  the  tower  structure  under  this  altemative. 
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Impacts 

Effects  of  this  alternative  would  be  the  same  as  or  similar  to  those  of  the  proposed  project.  Effects  related 
to  the  intensity  of  development,  including  transportation  effects  and  effects  on  air  quality,  would  be  the 
same  as  those  of  the  proposed  project.  Like  the  proposed  project,  this  alternative  would  have  a  significant, 
unmitigable  impact  on  intersection  level  of  service  at  the  intersection  of  Second  and  Harrison  Streets,  and 
would  contribute  considerably  to  significant  cumulative  traffic  impacts  at  the  intersections  of  Howard/ 
Third  Streets,  Howard/New  Montgomery  Streets,  Folsom/Second  Streets,  and  Harrison/Second  Streets, 
which  likewise  could  not  be  mitigated.  Construction-related  air  quality  and  noise  impacts  would  be  less 
than  significant  with  mitigation,  as  with  the  project;  operational  air  quality  and  noise  impacts  would  be 
less  than  significant,  also  as  with  the  project.  Other  less-than-significant  impacts  discussed  in  Chapter  IV 
and  related  to  the  intensity  of  development,  including  effects  on  population  and  housing,  recreation  and 
public  space,  utilities  and  service  systems,  and  public  services,  would  be  the  same  under  this  alternative 
as  with  the  project,  and  would  be  less  than  significant.  Effects  related  to  conditions  at  the  project  site, 
including  impacts  on  geology,  hydrology,  biology,  hazards,  mineral/energy  resources,  and  agricultural 
resources,  would  be  essentially  the  same  under  this  alternative  as  with  the  project  because  the  same  site 
would  be  developed,  and  would  also  be  less  than  significant. 

Effects  related  to  the  building  design,  including  aesthetics,  historical  resources,  shadow,  and  wind,  would 
be  similar  to  or  slightly  less  substantial  than  those  of  the  proposed  project,  because  the  lesser  bulk  at  the 
lower  tower  and  the  additional  setbacks  would  incrementally  reduce  this  alternative's  visual  presence  and 
apparent  bulk,  reduce  the  width  of  shadows  cast  by  this  alternative  tower,  and  tend  to  reduce  ground-level 
winds,  even  though  under  this  alternative  the  tower  would  be  the  same  height  as  that  proposed  with  the 
project  (approximately  350  feet  plus  mechanical  penthouse).  With  respect  to  wind,  this  alternative  would 
have  an  additional  setback  on  the  Second  Street  fa9ade,  at  level  9,  which  the  project  would  not  have, 
which  could  slightly  lessen  ground-level  winds  at  the  comer  of  Second  and  Howard  Streets,  compared  to 
those  of  the  proposed  project.  Effects  on  aesthetics,  historical  resoiu'ces,  shadow,  and  wind  would  be  less 
than  significant,  as  they  would  with  the  proposed  project.  However,  this  alternative  would  likely  not 
eliminate  all  existing  exceedances  of  the  pedestrian  comfort  criterion  (similar  to  conditions  with  the 
proposed  project)  and,  like  the  project,  this  alternative  would  require  an  exception  to  the  ground-level 
wind  current  requirements  of  Planning  Code  Section  148. 

This  alternative  would  not  '•esult  in  any  new  significant  impacts  that  would  not  arise  with  the  proposed 
project. 

C.  Reduced  Project  Alternative 
Description 

This  alternative  would  entail  development  of  a  1 9-story,  250-foot-tall  building  containing  the  same  mix  of 
uses  as  the  proposed  project:  office  space  on  floors  2  through  19,  and  ground-floor  restaurant/retail  space. 
A  single  basement  level  would  be  provided,  but  no  on-site  parking  spaces  would  be  included  in  this 
alternative.  Under  this  alternative,  the  new  building  would  be  150  feet  tall  on  the  western  portion  of  the 
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project  site,  in  compliance  with  the  existing  height  limit  on  that  part  of  the  site.  Therefore,  this  alternative 
would  not  entail  rezoning  or  a  General  Plan  map  amendment  to  change  the  height  limit  of  the  western 
portion  of  the  site.  Unlike  the  proposed  project,  this  alternative  would  not  include  acquisition  of  a  portion 
of  the  parcel  occupied  by  the  adjacent  63 1  Howard  Street  building  and  demolition  of  the  concrete  loading 
dock  on  that  site. 

This  alternative  would  provide  approximately  335,000  square  feet  of  office  space  (about  325,000  square 
feet  of  gross  floor  area)  and  about  3,000  square  feet  of  restaurant/retail  space  on  the  ground  floor.  The 
floor  area  ratio  would  be  1 3.6: 1 . 

Impacts 

With  25  percent  less  office  space  than  the  proposed  project  and  a  reduction  in  the  amount  of  ground-floor 
restaurant/retail  space,  Ahemative  C  would  generate  nearly  30  percent  fewer  peak-hour  vehicle  trips  than 
the  proposed  project.  However,  this  would  not  be  sufficient  to  avoid  the  proposed  project's  significant 
traffic  impacts  at  the  intersections  of  Folsom/Second  Streets  and  Harrison/Second  Streets.  As  with  the 
project,  the  Folsom/Second  Streets  intersection  impact  could  be  mitigated,  while  this  alternative's  impact 
at  the  Harrison/Second  Streets  intersection  would  be  unavoidable,  as  with  the  project,  because  of  the 
heavy  p.m.  peak-hour  traffic  flow  destined  for  the  Bay  Bridge.  This  alternative  would  avoid  the  project's 
impact  at  the  Second/Tehama  Streets  intersection  because,  with  no  on-site  parking,  this  alternative  would 
not  increase  traffic  on  Tehama  Street  except  for  travel  by  fewer  than  5  trucks  during  the  peak  hour. 
Cumulative  traffic  impacts  would  be  reduced,  compared  to  the  project,  but  this  alternative,  like  the 
project,  would  combine  with  the  large  volume  of  Bay  Bridge-bound  traffic  to  result  in  significant 
cumulative  impacts  at  Folsom/Second  Streets  in  the  p.m.  peak  hour.  However,  with  reduced  peak-hour  trip 
generation,  this  alternative  would  contribute  less  than  5  percent  of  the  growth  in  traffic  at  Howard/Third 
Streets,  Howard/New  Montgomery  Streets,  and  Harrison/Second  Streets.  However,  because  this  alternative 
would  contribute  considerably  to  the  southbound  Second  Street  left  turn  at  Harrison/Second  Streets  (more 
than  20  percent  of  the  growth),  the  cumulative  impact  at  this  intersection  could  be  significant.  The  project's 
contribution  would  not  be  considerable  Howard/Third  Streets  or  Howard/New  Montgomery  Streets,  and  the 
cumulative  impact  there  would  be  less  than  significant. 

Daily  vehicle  trips  would  be  28  percent  fewer  than  with  the  project,  reducing  emissions  of  criteria  air 
pollutants  by  a  like  amount  and  reducing  the  project's  less-than-significant  emissions  of  these  pollutants. 
Greenhouse  gas  emissions  would  similarly  be  reduced,  reducing  the  project's  less-than-significant  impact 
in  this  regard,  as  well. 

Effects  related  to  the  building  design,  including  aesthetics,  historical  resources,  shadow,  and  wind,  would 
be  less  substantial  those  of  the  proposed  project,  because  the  tower  under  this  alternative  would  be  about 
30  percent  (some  100  feet  shorter)  than  is^proposed  with  the  project  (about  265  feet  including  mechanical 
penthouse)  and  would  also  have  less  bulk  at  the  upper  stories.  The  combination  of  less  height  and  smaller 
upper-story  floor  plates  would  reduce  this  alternative's  visual  presence  and  apparent  bulk,  to  an  even 
greater  extent  than  with  Alternative  B.  The  new  building  under  this  alternative  would  appear  at  the  same 
location  as  in  the  photomontages  illustrated  in  Figures  9  through  14,  pp.  39  -  44.  However,  the  alternative 
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building  would  rise  to  a  lesser  height  and  would  occupy  less  of  the  sky  in  these  views,  thereby  reducing 
the  project's  less-than-significant  impact  on  views  and  aesthetics. 

At  250  feet,  the  Alternative  C  building  would  cast  considerably  less  shadow  on  Verba  Buena  Gardens 
than  would  the  proposed  project  (see  Figure  22,  p.  143),  thereby  reducing  the  project's  less-than- 
significant  shadow  impacts.  Under  this  alternative,  new  shadow  on  Verba  Buena  Gardens  would 
generally  be  limited  to  small  areas  between  the  Verba  Buena  Center  for  the  Arts  Theater  and  Gallery 
buildings,  and  would  not  cross  the  grassy  area  of  the  main  esplanade.  This  alternative  would  cast  no  new 
shadow  on  the  elevated  "City  Park"  planned  atop  the  new  Transit  Center.  New  shadow  under  this 
alternative  also  would  not  reach  the  open  spaces  in  front  of  the  buildings  at  Foundry  Square,  at  First  and 
Howard  Streets.  Effects  on  historical  resources  could  also  be  incrementally  reduced,  given  the  shorter 
tower's  moderating  effect,  compared  to  the  project,  on  contrast  with  nearby  historic  buildings;  these 
effects  would  be  less-than-significant,  as  with  the  proposed  project. 

Wind  effects  of  this  alternative  would  be  similar  to  those  of  the  proposed  project,  and  would  be  less  than 
significant;  ground-level  wind  speeds  could  be  incrementally  reduced  from  those  indicated  for  the  project 
in  Section  IV. H,  but  would  not  be  expected  to  change  dramatically,  given  that  this  alternative  would,  like 
the  project,  construct  a  high-rise  building  substantially  taller  than  most  nearby  development.  However,  as 
with  the  project  and  Alternative  B,  this  alternative  would  likely  not  eliminate  all  existing  exceedances  of 
the  pedestrian  comfort  criterion  (similar  to  conditions  with  the  proposed  project)  and,  like  the  project,  this 
alternative  would  require  an  exception  to  the  ground-level  wind  current  requirements  of  Planning  Code 
Section  148. 

Construction-related  air  quality  and  noise  impacts  would  be  less  than  significant  with  mitigation,  as  with 
the  project.  Other  less-than-significant  impacts  discussed  in  Chapter  IV  and  related  to  the  intensity  of 
development,  including  effects  on  population  and  housing,  recreation  and  public  space,  utilities  and 
service  systems,  and  public  services,  would  be  incrementally  less  substantial  under  this  alternative  than 
they  would  with  both  the  project  and  Alternative  B  because  of  the  lesser  amount  of  development 
proposed;  as  with  the  project  and  Alternative  B,  those  impacts  would  be  less  than  significant.  Effects 
related  to  conditions  at  the  project  site,  including  impacts  on  geology,  hydrology,  biology,  hazards, 
mineral/energy  resources,  and  agricultural  resources,  would  be  essentially  the  same  under  this  alternative 
as  with  the  project  because  the  same  site  would  be  developed,  and  would  also  be  less  than  significant. 

This  alternative  would  not  result  in  any  new  significant  impacts  that  would  not  arise  with  the  proposed 
project. 

D.  Preservation  Alternative 
Description 

Like  the  proposed  project,  this  alternative  would  develop  a  26-story,  350-foot-tall  office  building  with 
ground-floor  restaurant/retail  space.  The  Preservation  Alternative  would  provide  the  same  amount  of 
office  and  retail  space  as  the  proposed  project  and,  also  like  the  project,  would  include  two  basement 
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parking  levels.  The  primary  difference  between  this  alternative  and  the  proposed  project  is  that  the 
Preserv  ation  Alternative  is  intended  to  be  more  sympathetic  in  design  to  the  adjacent  631  Howard  Street 
building  and  to  the  New  Montgomery-Second  Street  Historic  District  and  the  Second  and  Howard  Streets 
National  District. 

Unlike  the  proposed  project,  which  would  be  clad  in  a  glass  curtain  wall,  the  Preservation  Alternative 
w  ould  feature  a  more  traditional  design  of  so-called  "punched"  windows,  using  precast  concrete  panels. 
The  building  base  would  be  designed  as  a  distinct  seven-story  visual  element  that  would  be  consistent  in 
height,  massing,  and  character  with  nearby  historic  structures.  The  building  base  at  the  comer  of  Second 
and  Howard  Streets  would  be  designed  as  a  two-part  vertical  composition,  with  a  double-height  ground 
floor  (24  feet  tall,  the  same  as  with  the  project)  and  a  six-story  shaft  above  that  would  emphasize  the 
vertical  rhythm  of  the  structural  bays.  The  ground  floor  would  be  capped  with  a  projecting  cornice. 
Above  the  ground  floor,  the  remainder  of  the  building  base  would  have  six  office  floors  and  would  also 
feature  a  projecting  cornice  at  the  top,  approximately  104  feet  above  street  grade  at  the  comer.  This 
design  treatment  of  the  base  would  extend  four  bays  (about  125  feet)  south  of  the  comer  along  Second 
Street  and  three  bays  (about  95  feet)  west  of  the  comer  along  Howard  Street.  The  bays  would  be 
delineated  with  pilasters  and  contain  a  horizontally  oriented  set  of  three  windows  within  each  bay; 
articulated  spandrels  would  separate  the  windows  at  each  story.  The  overall  effect  of  the  design  treatment 
of  the  base  would  be  that,  from  ground  level,  the  base  would  "read"  almost  as  a  separate  stmcture  at  the 
comer  of  Second  and  Howard  Streets. 

Above  the  upper  comice  of  the  base,  the  upper  stories  of  the  tower  would  be  set  back,  by  seven  feet  from 
the  Second  Street  property  line  and  by  two  feet  from  the  Howard  Street  property  line.  Additional  setbacks 
would  occur  at  the  14th  and  17th  stories.  Other  than  in  the  seven-story  comer  portion  of  the  base, 
windows  in  the  Presci-vation  Altemative  would  be  would  be  essentially  square,  divided  by  pilasters  and 
articulated  spandrels  that  would  repeat  in  a  lattice-like  pattem.  A  20-foot-tall  mechanical  penthouse 
would  likewise  be  clad  in  precast  concrete  panels  and  glass  and  would  form  a  cap  atop  the  building,  set 
back  from  the  property  line  on  all  four  sides.  Conceptual  elevations  for  the  Preservation  Altemative  are 
depicted  in  Figure  24. 

The  Preservation  Altemative  would  provide  approximately  430,450  square  feet  of  office  space  (about 
200  square  feet  less  than  the  proposed  project,  which  is  negligible)  and  approximately  4,485  square  feet 
of  restaurant/retail  space  on  the  ground  floor,  the  same  as  the  project.  Office-story  floor  plates  would 
range  from  about  23,250  square  feet  at  the  building's  base  (first  seven  stories)  to  about  13,350  square  feet 
at  the  upper  tower  (floors  17  through  26).  As  with  the  project,  the  floor  area  ratio  would  be  18:1.  Like  the 
proposed  project,  this  alternative  would  entail  rezoning  and  a  General  Plan  map  amendment  to  change 
the  height  limit  of  the  westem  portion  of  the  site  from  150  feet  to  350  feet  and  would  include  acquisition 
of  a  portion  of  the  parcel  occupied  by  the  a(|jacent  63 1  Howard  Street  building  and  demolition  of  the 
concrete  loading  dock  on  that  site. 
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Impacts 

The  Preservation  Alternative  would  further  reduce  the  proposed  project's  less-than-significant  impact  on 
the  William  Volker  Building  at  63 1  Howard  Street  and  on  the  nearby  historic  districts  due  to  the  inclusion 
of  a  relatively  strongly  defined  element  at  the  comer  of  Second  and  Howard  Streets,  of  traditional  design 
and  set  off  from  the  remainder  of  the  tower  by  an  upper  cornice  and  setbacks.  In  particular,  in  views 
looking  south  on  Second  Street  towards  the  project  site,  the  setback  of  the  tower  from  the  base  would 
enable  the  seven-story,  104-foot-tall  base  to  appear  as  a  southern  anchor  to  the  New  Montgomery-Second 
Street  Conservation  District,  largely  consistent  with  the  height  and  bulk  of  the  historic  buildings  to  the 
north  along  Second  Street;  the  remaining  height  of  the  tower  would  recede  somewhat  due  to  the  setback. 
A  similar,  although  less  pronounced,  visual  continuity  with  historic  development  would  be  apparent  in 
views  looking  west  on  Howard  Street  towards  the  project  site.  Both  the  design  of  the  Preservation 
Alternative  and  the  massing  of  the  base  element  would  be  more  sympathetic  to  63 1  Howard  Street  than 
would  the  proposed  project,  with  its  glass  and  metal  facades,  although,  as  indicated  in  Section  IV.D.  of 
this  EIR,  the  proposed  project  would  not  materially  impair  adjacent  historic  buildings  or  districts  such 
that  a  significant  effect  would  ensue. 

Like  the  proposed  project,  this  ahemative  would  have  a  less-than-significant  impact  on  the  two  historic 
districts  and  other  historical  resources  in  the  vicinity.  In  particular,  the  upper  cornice  line  and  the  visual 
interest  offered  by  the  ground-floor  cornice  line  would  reduce  the  proposed  project's  contrast  with  the 
Marine  Firemen's  Union  building  to  the  south  of  the  project  site.  However,  because  the  historic 
significance  of  the  Marine  Firemen's  Union  building  if  related  to  its  association  with  the  collection  of 
maritime  workers'  union  halls  on  Rincon  Hill,  this  alternative  would,  like  the  proposed  project,  have  a 
less-than-significant  impact  on  the  Marine  Firemen's  Union  building. 

With  the  same  office  floor  area,  the  same  restaurant/retail  space,  and  the  same  number  of  parking  spaces 
as  the  proposed  project,  the  Preservation  Alternative  would  have  the  same  impacts  related  to  the  intensity 
of  development  as  the  proposed  project.  Transportation  effects  and  effects  on  air  quality  and  noise  would 
be  the  same  as  those  of  the  proposed  project.  Like  the  project,  this  alternative  would  result  in  significant 
traffic  impacts  at  the  intersections  of  Folsom/Second  Streets,  Second/Tehama  Streets,  and 
Harrison/Second  Streets.  As  with  the  project,  the  first  two  impacts  could  be  mitigated,  while  this 
alternative's  impact  at  the  Harrison/Second  Streets  intersection  would  be  unavoidable,  as  with  the  project, 
because  of  the  heavy  p.m.  peak-hour  traffic  flow  destined  for  the  Bay  Bridge.  Cumulative  traffic  impacts 
would  also  be  the  same  as  those  of  the  project:  like  the  project,  the  Preservation  Alternative  would 
combine  with  the  large  volume  of  Bay  Bridge-bound  traffic  to  result  in  significant  cumulative  impacts  at 
Folsom/Second  Streets,  Howard/Third  Streets,  Howard/New  Montgomery  Streets,  and  Hanison/Second 
Streets  in  the  p.m.  peak  hour. 

Construction-related  air  quality  and  noise  impacts  would  be  less  than  significant  with  mitigation,  as  with 
the  project;  operational  air  quality  and  noise  impacts  would  be  less  than  significant,  also  as  with  the 
project.  Shadow  impacts  would  be  similar  to  those  of  the  project,  because  the  overall  massing  would  not 
differ  substantially  from  that  of  the  proposed  project,  while  the  additional  setbacks  in  this  alternative 
could  be  expected  to  incrementally  reduce  ground-level  winds,  compared  to  the  project.  Other  less-than- 
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significant  impacts  discussed  in  Chapter  IV  and  related  to  the  intensity  of  development,  including  effects 
on  population  and  housing,  recreation  and  public  space,  utilities  and  service  systems,  and  public  services, 
would  be  the  same  under  this  alternative  as  with  the  project,  and  would  be  less  than  significant.  Effects 
related  to  conditions  at  the  project  site,  including  impacts  on  geology,  hydrology,  biology,  hazards, 
mineral/energy  resources,  and  agricultural  resources,  would  be  essentially  the  same  under  this  alternative 
as  with  the  project  because  the  same  site  would  be  developed,  and  would  also  be  less  than  significant. 

This  alternative  would  not  result  in  any  new  significant  impacts  that  would  not  arise  with  the  proposed 
project. 

E.  No-Rezoning  Alternative 
Description 

Like  Alternative  B,  this  alternative  would  entail  development  of  an  office  tower  at  essentially  the  same 
height  and  density  as  with  the  proposed  project  (i.e.,  the  office  and  retail  floor  area  would  be  the  same  as 
that  with  the  project  and  the  same  number  of  auto  and  bicycle  parking  spaces  would  be  provided). 
However,  in  order  to  comply  with  the  existing  1 50-foot  height  limit  on  the  northwestern  portion  of  the 
project  site,  this  alternative  would  entail  construction  of  building  that  would  be  limited  to  150  feet  in 
height  in  this  portion  of  the  site,  and  this  alternative  would  be  27  stories  tall,  rather  than  26  stories  as  with 
the  project.  Like  Alternative  B,  this  alternative  would  have  incrementally  lesser  floor-to-floor  heights. 

Under  this  alternative,  the  building  would  be  set  back  about  45  feet  from  the  western  property  line  at  a 
height  of  about  90  feet  (above  the  7th  floor).  This  would  result  in  floors  8  through  17  being  about 
10  percent  smaller,  in  terms  of  floor  area,  than  the  same  floors  in  the  proposed  project.  To  make  up  for 
this  loss  of  floor  area,  under  this  alternative,  the  building  base  would  accommodate  an  additional  floor, 
compared  to  the  project,  for  an  overall  height  (in  feet)  and  density  that  would  be  equivalent  to  the 
proposed  project.  Compared  to  the  proposed  project,  this  alternative  would  shift  the  apparent  bulk  of  the 
tower  towards  the  comer  of  Second  and  Howard  Streets.  Exterior  materials  would  be  the  same  as  those  on 
the  proposed  project,  namely  a  glass  curtain  wall  with  windows  divided  by  vertical  and  horizontal  metal 
elements.  Figure  25  depicts  conceptual  elevations  of  Alternative  E. 

Like  the  proposed  project,  this  alternative  would  require  an  exception  under  Planning  Code  Section  309 
to  the  bulk  controls  of  Section  270,  with  respect  to  the  lower  tower.  Also  like  the  proposed  project,  this 
alternative  would  require  an  exception  to  the  ground-level  wind  current  requirements  (Section  148) 
because  this  alternative,  like  the  project,  would  not  be  expected  to  reduce  existing  exceedances  of  the 
pedestrian  wind  speed  criterion,  and  would  require  an  exception  to  requirement  of  Section  146  that  the 
building  shape  be  defined  by  a  plane  sloping  away  from  Second  Street  at  a  prescribed  angle  above  a 
specified  height. 

The  development  program  under  this  alternative  would  be  the  same  as  that  of  the  proposed  project,  and 
this  alternative  would  also  include  acquisition  of  a  portion  of  the  adjacent  631  Howard  Street  parcel  and 
demolition  of  the  concrete  loading  dock  on  that  site. 
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Impacts 

With  the  same  office  floor  area,  the  same  restaurant/retail  space,  and  the  same  number  of  parking  spaces 
as  the  proposed  project,  the  No-Rezoning  Alternative  would  have  the  same  impacts  related  to  the 
intensity  of  development  as  the  proposed  project.  Transportation  effects  and  effects  on  air  quality  and 
noise  would  be  the  same  as  those  of  the  proposed  project.  Like  the  project,  this  alternative  would  result  in 
significant  traffic  impacts  at  the  intersections  of  Folsom/Second  Streets,  Second/Tehama  Streets,  and 
Harrison/Second  Streets.  As  with  the  project,  the  first  two  impacts  could  be  mitigated,  while  this 
alternative's  impact  at  the  Harrison/Second  Streets  intersection  would  be  unavoidable,  as  with  the  project, 
because  of  the  heavy  p.m.  peak-hour  traffic  flow  destined  for  the  Bay  Bridge.  Cumulative  traffic  impacts 
would  also  be  the  same  as  those  of  the  project:  like  the  project,  the  Preservation  Alternative  would 
combine  with  the  large  volume  of  Bay  Bridge-bound  traffic  to  result  in  significant  cumulative  impacts  at 
Folsom/Second  Streets,  Howard/Third  Streets,  Howard/New  Montgomery  Streets,  and  Harrison/Second 
Streets  in  the  p.m.  peak  hour. 

As  with  the  proposed  project,  this  alternative  would  result  in  a  less-than-significant  impact  on  the 
adjacent  631  Howard  Street  (William  Volker)  building,  a  historical  resource  under  CEQA,  because  while 
this  alternative  would  construct  a  seven-story,  90-foot-tall  portion  of  the  alternative  immediately  adjacent 
to  the  50-foot-tall  63 1  Howard  Street  building,  this  alternative  would  shift  the  mass  of  the  tower  some 
45  feet  east  of  63 1  Howard  Street.  Thus,  while  this  alternative  would  result  in  a  building  mass  adjacent  to 
the  William  Volker  Building  that  would  be  nearly  twice  that  building's  height,  creating  greater  contrast 
with  the  historic  building  than  would  the  proposed  project,  the  tower  under  this  alternative  would  be 
separated  from  the  Volker  Building  by  more  than  twice  the  project's  20-foot  tower  setback.  Likewise, 
with  regard  to  the  adjacent  and  nearby  historic  districts,  and  as  with  the  proposed  project,  this  alternative 
would  have  a  less-than-significant  impact,  like  the  project,  because  the  project  site  is  outside  both  districts 
and  because  the  seven-story  element  would  be  comparable  in  height  to  buildings  across  Howard  Street. 
Visual  impacts  would  be  similar  to  those  of  the  project:  the  building  under  the  No-Rezoning  Alternative 
would  have  a  greater  westerly  setback  but  lesser  setbacks  along  the  north-south  dimension,  meaning  that 
while  views  would  vary  by  specific  viewpoint  location,  the  overall  visual  sensation  of  this  alternative 
would  be  similar  to  that  of  the  project,  and  impacts  would  be  less  than  significant. 

Construction-related  air  quality  and  noise  impacts  would  be  less  than  significant  with  mitigation,  as  with 
the  project;  operational  air  quality  and  noise  impacts  would  be  less  than  significant,  also  as  with  the 
project.  Other  less-than-significant  impacts  discussed  in  Chapter  IV  and  related  to  the  intensity  of 
development,  including  effects  on  population  and  housing,  recreation  and  public  space,  utilities  and 
service  systems,  and  public  services,  would  be  the  same  under  this  alternative  as  with  the  project,  and 
would  be  less  than  significant.  Effects  related  to  conditions  at  the  project  site,  including  impacts  on 
geology,  hydrology,  biology,  hazards,  mineral/energy  resources,  and  agricultural  resources,  would  be 
essentially  the  same  under  this  alternative  as  with  the  project  because  the  same  site  would  be  developed, 
and  would  also  be  less  than  significant. 
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F.  Environmentally  Superior  Alternative 

The  No  Project  Alternative  would  result  in  no  significant  new  traffic  impacts  or  impacts  related  to  air 
noise,  emissions,  aesthetics,  historical  resources,  shadow,  or  wind.  Thus,  the  No  Project  Alternative 
would  be  the  Environmentally  Superior  Alternative.  However,  the  CEQA  Guidelines  (Sec.  15126.6(e)) 
requires  that  if  the  No  Project  Alternative  is  identified  as  the  environmentally  superior  alternative,  a 
second  alternative  shall  be  identified  as  environmentally  superior.  Therefore,  the  Reduced  Project 
Alternative  is  discussed  below. 

The  Reduced  Project  Alternative  (Alternative  C)  would  avoid  the  project's  traffic  impact  at  the 
intersection  of  Second/Tehama  Streets  and  the  project's  considerable  contribution  to  significant 
cumulative  traffic  impacts  at  Howard/Third  and  Howard/New  Montgomery  Streets.  This  alternative 
would  not,  however,  avoid  the  project's  significant  and  unavoidable  traffic  impact  at  the  intersection  of 
Second/Harrison  Streets,  nor  would  it  eliminate  the  project's  considerable  contribution  to  significant 
cumulative  impacts  at  Second/  Folsom  Streets  and,  likely,  Second/Harrison  Streets.  This  alternative 
would  also  reduce  project-generated  emissions  of  criteria  pollutants  and  greenhouse  gases  (GHGs),  as 
well  as  effects  related  to  the  building  mass,  including  aesthetics,  historical  resources,  shadow,  and  wind; 
however,  none  of  these  impacts  would  be  significant  with  the  proposed  project. 

Although  direct  impacts  of  Alternative  C  would  be  less  substantial  than  those  of  the  proposed  project,  it 
could  be  argued  that  an  alternative  such  as  the  Reduced  Project  Alternative  would  unduly  limit 
development  on  the  project  site,  because  this  alternative  would  be  developed  at  less  than  the  currently 
pennitted  height  and  density.  In  the  absence  of  a  commensurate  decrease  in  demand  for  office  space,  the 
potential  result  of  such  an  alternative  could  ultimately  be  to  increase  demand  for  office  space  in  locations 
outside  downtown  San  Francisco,  where  transit  access  is  poorer  and  fewer  amenities  are  available  within 
walking  distance.  As  described  in  Section  V.A,  Growth  Inducement,  the  proposed  project  would  represent 
infill  development  in  an  urban  area  where  services  and  transit  are  currently  available,  and  could 
potentially  result  in  substantially  less  impact  on  transportation  systems  and  air  quality  than  would 
development  of  a  similar  amount  of  office  space  in  a  more  outlying  part  of  the  Bay  Area  where  fewer 
services  and  less  transit  access  are  provided. 

Therefore,  while  it  cannot  be  concluded  definitively  that  the  Reduced  Project  Alternative  would  result  in 
greater  regional  (or  even  global)  impacts  in  the  areas  of  traffic  and  emissions  of  criteria  air  pollutants  and 
GHGs,  it  must  be  recognized  that  this  alternative  could  potentially  result  in  greater  such  impacts  than 
would  the  proposed  project,  although  it  would  be  speculative  to  conclude  that  these  impacts  would  be 
significant  and  adverse.  Nevertheless,  because  it  can  be  shown  that  this  alternative  would  result  in  lesser 
direct  and  cumulative  impacts  in  regard  to  traffic  and  air  quality  (emissions  of  criteria  pollutants  and 
GHGs)  the  specific  areas  noted  above.  Alternative  C — the  Reduced  Project  Alternative — is  considered 
the  "environmentally  superior  alternative^'  under  CEQA. 
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VII.  Comments  and  Responses 


A.  Introduction 

Purpose  of  the  Comments  and  Responses  Document 

This  document  contains  public  comments  received  on  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Report  (Draft  EIR, 
or  DEIR)  prepared  for  the  proposed  222  Second  Street  project  (State  Clearinghouse  No.  20070521 13), 
and  responses  to  those  comments.  Also  included  in  this  document  are  text  changes  initiated  by  Planning 
Department  staff  as  well  as  text  changes  in  response  to  comments  on  the  Draft  EIR. 

Environmental  Review  Process 

On  January  27,  2010,  the  San  Francisco  Planning  Department  published  the  Draft  EIR  on  the  222  Second 
Street  office  project  for  public  review  and  comment.  The  public  review  and  comment  period  on  the 
document  extended  from  January  27  through  March  25,  2010.'  During  the  57-day  public  review  period, 
the  San  Francisco  Planning  Department  received  written  comments  sent  through  the  mail  or  by  hand- 
delivery,  fax,  or  email  (see  Attachment  A).  Verbal  comments  were  received  at  the  public  hearing  on  the 
Draft  EIR.  A  court  reporter  was  present  at  the  public  hearing,  transcribed  the  verbal  comments  verbatim, 
and  prepared  a  written  transcript  (see  Attachment  B). 

This  Comments  and  Responses  document  has  been  distributed  to  the  San  Francisco  Planning 
Commission,  State  Clearinghouse,  agencies  and  individuals  who  commented  on  the  Draft  EIR.  This 
document,  which  responds  to  comments  received  on  the  Draft  EIR  and  includes  associated  revisions  to 
the  Draft  EIR,  in  combination  with  the  Draft  EIR  constitute  the  Final  EIR  for  the  222  Second  Street 
project.  The  Final  EIR  must  be  certified  by  the  Planning  Commission  prior  to  consideration  of  the 
proposed  project  for  approval. 

Document  Organization 

Following  this  introduction.  Section  B  contains  a  list  of  all  persons  and  organizations  who  submitted 
written  comments  on  the  Draft  EIR  and  who  testified  at  the  public  hearing  on  the  Draft  EIR  held  on 
March  4,  2010. 

Section  C  contains  summaries  of  substantive  comments  on  the  Draft  EIR  made  orally  during  the  public 
hearing  and  received  in  writing  during  the  public  comment  period,  fi-om  January  27  through  March  25, 
2010.  Comments  are  grouped  by  environmental  topic  and  generally  correspond  to  the  table  of  contents  of 
the  Draft  EIR;  where  no  comments  addressed  a  particular  topic,  however,  that  topic  does  not  appear  in 
this  document.  The  name  of  the  commenter  is  indicated  following  each  comment  summary. 

Section  D  contains  text  changes  to  the  Draft  EIR  made  by  the  EIR  preparers  subsequent  to  publication  of 
the  Draft  EIR  to  correct  or  clarify  information  presented  in  the  DEIR,  including  changes  to  the  DEIR  text 
made  in  response  to  comments.  Section  D  also  contains  revised  DEIR  figures. 


Although  the  DEIR  public  comment  period  was  intended  to  run  from  January  27  through  March  15,  2010,  the  close 
of  the  comment  period  was  extended  10  days  by  the  Planning  Commission,  to  March  25,  2010. 
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Vll.  Comments  and  Responses 


A.  Introduction 


Some  of  the  responses  to  comments  on  the  Draft  EIR  provide  clarification  regarding  the  DEIR;  where 
applicable,  changes  have  been  made  to  the  text  of  the  DEIR,  and  are  shown  in  double  underline  for 
additions  and  strikcthrough  for  deletions. 

Some  comments  made  both  in  writing  and  at  the  public  hearing  were  directed  towards  the  merits  of  the 
proposed  222  Second  Street  project.  No  responses  are  provided  to  these  comments,  unless  they  concern 
the  adequacy  or  accuracy  of  the  EIR. 

The  comment  letters  received  and  the  transcript  of  the  public  hearing  are  reproduced  in  Attachments  1 
and  2,  respectively. 

These  comments  and  responses  will  be  incorporated  into  the  Final  EIR  as  a  new  chapter.  Text  changes 
resulting  from  comments  and  responses  will  also  be  incorporated  in  the  Final  EIR,  as  indicated  in  the 
responses. 

Section  15088.5  of  the  State  CEQA  Guidelines  requires  recirculation  of  an  EIR  when  "significant  new 
information"  is  added  to  the  EIR  after  publication  of  the  Draft  EIR  but  before  certification.  The 
Guidelines  state  that  information  is  "significant"  if  "the  EIR  is  changed  in  a  way  that  deprives  the  public 
of  a  meaningful  opportunity  to  comment  upon  a  substantial  adverse  environmental  effect  of  the  project  or 
a  feasible  way  to  mitigate  or  avoid  such  an  effect  (including  a  feasible  project  alternative)  that  the  project 
proponents  have  declined  to  implement."  Section  15088.5  further  defines  "significant  new  information" 
that  triggers  a  requirement  for  recirculation  as  including,  but  not  limited  to,  identification  of  a  new 
significant  impact,  a  substantial  increase  in  the  severity  of  an  impact  (unless  mitigation  is  adopted  to 
reduce  the  impact  less-than-significant  level),  or  identification  of  a  new  feasible  alternative  or  mitigation 
measure  that  would  lessen  the  environmental  impacts  of  the  project  that  the  project  sponsor  is  unwilling 
to  adopt.  Additionally,  a  determination  that  the  DEIR  was  "so  fundamentally  and  basically  inadequate 
and  conclusory  in  nature  that  meaningful  public  review  and  comment  were  precluded"  would  also 
constitute  "significant  new  information."  Section  15088.5(d)  states  that  recirculation  is  not  required  if 
"new  information  added  to  the  EIR  merely  clarifies  or  amplifies  or  makes  insignificant  modifications  in 
an  adequate  EIR." 

As  is  discussed  in  subsequent  sections  of  this  volume,  this  Comments  and  Responses  document  does  not 
provide  "significant  new  information"  as  defined  in  CEQA  Guidelines  Section  15088.5,  and  recirculation 
of  the  EIR  is  therefore  not  required  in  advance  of  certification  of  the  Final  EIR  as  complete  in  accordance 
with  CEQA,  pursuant  to  Guidelines  Section  15090. 
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VII.  Comments  and  Responses 


B.  List  of  Persons  Commenting 

Written  Comments 

Public  Agencies 

Virginia  Lasky,  Project  Manager,  Brownfields  and  Environmental  Restoration  Program  -  Berkeley 
Office,  California  Department  of  Toxic  Substances  Control;  letter,  March  10,  2010 

Alan  Zahradnik.  Planning  Director.  Golden  Gate  Bridge,  Highway,  and  Transportation  District 
(GGBHTD);  letter.  March  8,  2010 

Robert  Beck,  PE,  Senior  Program  Manager,  Transbay  Joint  Powers  Authority;  letter,  March  15,  2010 

Captain  William  Mitchell,  Division  of  Fire  Prevention  and  Investigation,  San  Francisco  Fire  Department; 
memo,  February  1,  2010 

Others 

Katie  Antypas;  e-mail,  March  12,  2010 

Robert  Binningham,  Birmingham  Development,  LLC;  letter,  February  3,  2010 

Ward  Buelow  and  Penny  Eardley;  letter,  March  24,  2010 

Annand  Der-Hacobian;  e-mail,  March  23,  2010 

Sue  C.  Hestor,  Attorney  at  Law;  letter,  March  25,  2010 

Ranee  Kwong;  e-mail,  March  4,  2010 

Katy  Liddell;  e-mail,  February  28,  2010 

Tom  Monahan,  SLATS  Investors,  LLC;  letter,  March  5,  2010 

Anthony  Poplawski,  President/Secretary-Treasurer,  Marine  Firemen's  Union;  letter,  March  9,  2010 

Hisashi  Sugaya;  e-mail,  March  20,  2010 

Ann  Tubbs  and  Ehtesham  Majid;  e-mail,  March  4,  2010 

Jamie  Whitaker;  e-mail,  March  1.  2010 

Tom  Yamamoto;  e-mail,  March  25,  2010 

Concerned  SOMA  Residents,  c/o  Tom  Yamamoto;  e-mail,  March  25,  2010 

Persons  Commenting  at  the  Public  Hearing,  March  4,  2010 

Joseph  Barakeh 
Armand  Der-Hacobian 
Penny  Eardley 
Sue  Hestor 
Tom  Yamamoto 

Planning  Commission  President  Ron  Miguel 
Commission  Vice  President  Christina  Olague 
Commissioner  Michael  Antonini 
Commissioner  Gwyneth  Borden 
Commissioner  William  Lee 
Commissioner  Kathrin  Moore 
Commissioner  Hisashi  Sugaya 
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VII.  Comments  and  Responses 


C.  Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses 
General  Comments 

Comment  [G1] 

"This  was  something  of  an  "EIR  hght"  to  an  extent,  it  does  what  I  do  not  Hke  and  I  will  continue  to  say  I 
do  not  like  in  EIRs,  and  that  is  the  wording  and  conclusions  that  it  makes,  I  do  not  feel  are  properly  made 
or  supported.  Just  the  facts.  The  facts  are  what  an  EIR  is.  If  there  are  very  obvious  problems,  then 
mitigation  obviously."  (Planning  Commissioner  Ron  Miguel) 

Response 

The  comment  is  acknowledged.  In  general,  the  EIR  draws  conclusions  based  on  the  analysis 
presented,  with  reference  made  to  the  significance  criteria  for  each  envirormiental  topic.  The 
conclusions  in  the  EIR  are  those  of  Planning  Department  staff;  the  final  determination  as  to  the 
significance  of  any  particular  impact  will  be  made  by  the  Planning  Commission,  in  its 
consideration  of  the  adequacy  of  the  EIR,  or  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors  on  appeal.  Consistent 
with  Section  15060(d)  of  the  State  CEQA  Guidelines,  no  Initial  Study  was  prepared  for  the 
222  Second  Street  project,  and  the  EIR  therefore  analyzes  all  topics  included  in  the  City's  CEQA 
CheckHst.  Some  technical  sections  of  the  EIR  contain  more  detail  than  others,  consistent  with 
Section  1 5060(d),  which  states,  "In  the  absence  of  an  initial  study,  the  lead  agency  shall  still 
focus  the  EIR  on  the  significant  effects  of  the  project  and  indicate  briefly  its  reasons  for 
determining  that  other  effects  would  not  be  significant  or  potentially  significant."  Thus,  topics 
which  clearly  did  not  have  any  potential  to  result  in  significant  impacts  did  not  require  as  detailed 
analysis  as  was  provided  for  topics  such  as,  for  example,  historical  resources,  transportation, 
aesthetics,  wind,  and  shadow.  Consistent  with  Guidelines  Section  15147,  the  EIR  contains 
"summarized  technical  data,  maps,  plot  plans,  diagrams,  and  similar  relevant  information 
sufficient  to  permit  full  assessment  of  significant  environmental  impacts  by  reviewing  agencies 
and  members  of  the  public,"  and  avoids  the  inclusion  of  "highly  technical  and  specialized 
analysis  and  data  in  the  body  of  an  EIR."  Background  materials  are  available  for  review  at  the 
Planning  Department. 

Comments  from  Commission  President  Miguel  regarding  specific  environmental  issues  are 
responded  to  elsewhere  in  this  Comments  and  Responses  document. 

Comment  [G2] 

"[T]he  222  2nd  Street  office  tower  project  does  not  conform  to  the  current  planning  code.  The  tower  as 
proposed  would  exceed  the  current  code's  limits  on  both  bulk  and  height.  This  being  the  case,  the  EIR 
should  carefully  consider  the  environmental  impacts  specifically  of  the  requested  variances  and  clearly 
compare  these  impacts  to  a  code  compliant  building  so  the  public  and  the  Planning  Commission  and 
Board  of  Supervisors  can  adequately  judge  the  full  environmental  impact  of  the  222  2nd  Street  office 
tower  on  the  SOMA  community.  This  has  not  been  done  in  the  draft  study."  (Tom  Yamamoto) 
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VII.  Comments  and  Responses 


C.  Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses 


"Since  the  proposed  building  would  exceed  San  Francisco's  code  in  height,  bulk,  shadowing  and 
pedestrian  wind  comfort,  we  would  expect  that  the  EIR  would  pay  particular  attention  to  the  effects  of  the 
height  and  bulk  of  the  building.  But  the  EIR  does  not  adequately  address  the  impact  of  the  proposed 
office  tower  on  the  lives  of  the  people  who  live  here.  The  obliteration  of  sunlight,  the  creation  of  wind 
tunnels,  the  increase  in  noise  and  pollution,  and  the  decrease  in  our  privacy  are  important  issues  for  the 
residents  of  the  area,  as  are  the  increased  traffic  and  decreased  public  parking  -  which  is  already  difficuh. 
These  are  issues  that  will  affect  our  health,  as  well  as  our  quality  of  life,  and  we  request  that  they  be 
seriously  addressed  before  this  proposal  goes  any  further."  (Ann  Tubbs  and Ehtesham  Majid) 

"We  ask  for  a  code  compliant  building  of  the  same  size  as  adjacent  buildings.  We  also  ask  for  the  EIR  of 
this  code  compliant  building  to  objectively  and  without  misrepresenting  analyze  the  impact  of  the  code 
compliant  building  on  our  families  and  on  the  neighborhood.  This  impact  should  include  not  only  the 
points  raised  above  but  also  the  EIR  should  take  into  account  such  things  at  the  impact  of  the  mass  of  the 
building  on  the  foundation  of  neighboring  buildings,  construction  dust  and  its  impact  on  our  kids'  lungs, 
the  decrease  in  air  quality.  The  impact  of  the  increased  pollution  and  decrease  in  air  quality  on  the  health 
of  residents  including  children  and  seniors.  The  impact  of  an  office  tower  on  the  day-in-day  out  quality  of 
life  of  residents  e.g.  the  obliteration  of  sunlight,  increase  in  shadowing,  creation  of  wind  tunneling  down 
Howard  and  Folsom,  increase  in  noise  pollution,  decrease  in  residents  privacy."  (Armand  Der-Hacobian, 
Concerned  SOMA  Residents) 

Response 

Many  of  the  issues  identified  by  the  commenters,  including  shadow,  wind,  noise,  air  quality,  and 
traffic  and  parking,  are  all  addressed  in  the  applicable  sections  of  the  EIR.  In  addition,  this 
Comments  and  Responses  document  provides  responses  to  specific  comments  concerning  shadow 
(p.  C&R-55),  noise  (p.  C&R-52),  air  quality  (p.  C&R-54),  and  transportation  (p.  C&R-44). 
Concerning  the  potential  for  workers  in  the  proposed  project  to  see  into  nearby  residential  units 
(privacy),  please  see  the  response  on  p.  C&R-39.  Concerning  "the  mass  of  the  building  on  the 
foundation  of  neighboring  buildings,"  the  commenters  present  no  evidence  that  the  proposed 
project  would  result  in  any  significant  impact  with  respect  to  the  building  foundation.  As  stated  in 
EIR  Section  IV. N.,  Geology,  Soils,  and  Seismicity,  no  significant  impacts  were  identified  with 
respect  to  these  issues,  and  the  Geotechnical  Due  Diligence  Study  prepared  for  the  proposed 
project,  and  cited  in  the  EIR,  included  recommendations  for  the  building  foundation,  as  well  as 
for  shoring  and  underpinning  of  adjacent  streets  and  buildings.  It  is  noted  that  construction  in  San 
Francisco  typically  involves  work  in  close  proximity  to  other  existing  structures.  A  more  detailed 
geotechnical  investigation  would  be  prepared  and  presented  to  the  Department  of  Building 
Inspection  prior  to  approval  of  any  building  plans. 

Comment  [G3] 

"Good  afternoon,  Commissioners.  My  name  is  Sue  Hestor.  When  the  downtown  plan  went  through,  there 
were  few  streets  that  had  so  much  specific  attention  placed  on  them  as  Second  Street.  Second  Street 
because  of  the  historical  nature  and  the  scale  of  Second  Street,  there  were  a  lot  of  preservation  issues  on 
it,  there  arc  a  lot  of  sunlight  and  scale  issues,  that  were  consciously  part  of  the  Planning  Commission's 
and  the  public's  deliberation.  And  now  it  is  coming  back,  and  it  is  biting  you  in  the  butt  because  the 
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VII.  Comments  and  Responses 


C.  Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses 


Planning  Department  goes  through  these  exercises  in  doing  planning,  and  it  is  like  there  is  long  term 
planning,  there  is  environmental  review,  and  there  is  project  review.  One  of  the  problems  that  I  have  seen, 
as  we  start  getting  housing  in  commercial  areas  is  that  the  time  lag  between  sites  being  recorded  with 
condos  in  them  in  the  property  records  is  very  long.  You  had  a  problem  with  300  Grant,  for  those  of  you 
who  are  on  the  Commission,  where  the  people  that  lived  right  across  the  street  for  two  years  previously 
still  were  not  on  the  City's  records  as  owners.  One  of  the  things  that  should  be  done  is  that  every  time  a 
residential  project  is  approved  in  one  of  these  new  areas,  it  should  be  flagged  in  the  major  environmental 
analysis  that  there  are  people  there.  This  EIR,  as  it  stands  right  now.  should  not  come  back  with  the 
comments  and  responses,  it  should  come  back  with  a  redraft.  You  cannot  do  a  little  cut  and  paste  on  this 
EIR.  You  are  going  to  have  to  go  back,  reintegrate  it  with  the  concept  of  a  neighborhood  community,  and 
reissue  it.  That  is  the  only  thing  that  makes  any  sense,  otherwise  it  would  be  crazy  making  trying  to  figure 
out  who  to  amend  the  comments  and  responses  into  a  draft.  What  the  City  also  needs  to  do  is  to  figure  out 
how  you  are  going  to  give  effective  notice  in  an  area  like  this.  You  have  Condo  Associations  in  a 
building,  and  that  is  basically  it,  there  is  no  50-year-old  neighborhood  organization.  We  are  going  to  ha\  e 
to  think  of  ways  to  do  better  outreach,  and  we  should  do  it  because  we  do  not  want  to  be  approx  ing — I  do 
not  want  the  city  to  be  approving  new  housing,  and  then  just  say  we  are  abandoning  them  to  the  wolves 
because  you  are  not  paying  any  attention  to  the  next  two,  or  three,  or  four  projects  down  the  line.  So  I  ask 
you,  no  comments  and  response,  re-circulate  this  one,  putting  in  the  housing  context  and  making  sure  that 
everyone  that  is  a  property  owner  there  in  a  condo  is  notified."  (Sue  C.  HestorJ 

Response 

The  comment  intimates  that  notice  was  not  properly  provided  of  the  publication  of  the  Draft  EIR. 
As  is  required  under  Chapter  31  of  the  San  Francisco  Administrative  Code,  notices  of  EIR 
availability  were  mailed  to  owners  and  occupants  of  properties,  including  condominiums,  within 
300  feet  of  the  project  site.  The  mailing  list  was  developed  less  than  two  weeks  prior  to 
publication  of  the  Draft  EIR.  Notice  of  the  availability  of  the  Draft  EIR  was  also  posted  at 
1 1  locations  in  the  vicinity  of  the  site,  including  adjacent  to  the  two  closest  residential  buildings, 
at  199  New  Montgomery  Street  and246  Second  Street.  It  is  noted  that  the  residential  building  at 
One  Hawthorne  Street  was  neither  complete  nor  occupied  at  the  time  the  DEIR  was  published. 
Finally,  notice  was  advertised  in  a  newspaper  of  general  circulation. 

The  comment  also  states  that  the  DEIR  is  inadequate  in  its  assessment  of  issues  related  to  land 
use  compatibility.  Please  see  the  response  to  Comment  PP2  concerning  the  project's  effects 
related  to  land  use,  p.  C&R-31,  and  the  response  concerning  the  Downtovra  Plan.  p.  C&R-23.  As 
explained  in  the  response  concerning  land  use,  the  DEIR  accurately  characterizes  the  project 
vicinity.  Therefore,  no  "significant  new  information"  is  required  to  be  added  to  the  Draft  EIR.  and 
the  EIR  need  not  be  recirculated.  (A  further  discussion  of  the  conditions  waiTanting  recirculation 
under  CEQA  Guidelines  Section  15088.5  is  provided  on  p.  C&R-2.) 

Comment  [G4] 

"For  all  of  the  reasons  stated  . . .,  we  ask  that  the  draft  EIR  not  be  certified  until  the  genuine  impacts  on 
the  neighborhood  are  addressed."  (Ward  Biielow  and  Penny  Eardley) 
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C.  Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses 


Response 

The  commenters'  specific  comments  are  addressed  in  the  appHcable  sections  of  this  Comments 
and  Responses  document. 

Project  Description 

Comment  [PD1] 

"The  continued  reference  to  the  proposed  project  as  a  26-story  building  throughout  the  draft  is 
disingenuous  and  does  not  reflect  how  much  taller  the  proposed  project  is  than  all  other  structures  in  the 
immediate  vicinity.  One  example  of  this  is  that  the  proposed  project  is  370  feet  to  the  top  of  the  screen. 
One  Hawthorne  is  only  2  floors  less,  at  24  stories,  but  is  105  feet  shorter.  Although,  as  stated  in  the  draft, 
commercial  properties  generally  have  a  greater  floor-to-floor  height  than  residential  structures;  the  height 
for  the  proposed  project  is  excessive.  This  is  due  to  the  mass  and  large  footprint.  In  order  to  avoid 
degrading  the  interior  'feel'  of  the  project  the  areas  must  be  made  taller  to  compensate  for  the  distance  to 
the  windows  from  the  center  areas.  While  this  creates  a  more  comfortable  and  sustainable  interior 
environment  for  the  tenants,  it  does  so  at  the  expense  of  exterior  aesthetics.  There  is  no  benefit,  and  in 
fact  creates  a  sacrifice,  for  the  community  neighbors  due  to  the  extreme  mass  and  bulk  of  the  building." 
(Ward  Buelow  and  Penny  Eardley;  similar  comments  from  Armand  Der-Hacobian,  Concerned  SOMA 
Residents) 

Response 

The  EIR  clearly  describes  the  height  of  the  proposed  project  in  both  feet  and  number  of  stories, 
and  explicitly  compares  the  project's  height  to  that  of  nearby  buildings.  For  example,  p.  34  states, 
"The  proposed  222  Second  Street  building  would  be  six  stories  taller  than  the  nearby  office 
building  at  75  Hawthorne  Street  and  would  be  approximately  twice  the  height  (in  feet,  but  not  in 
stories,  given  that  office  buildings  typically  have  greater  floor-to-floor  heights  than  residential 
and  hotel  structures)  of  the  nearest  residential  high-rises,  at  246  Second  Street  and  199  New 
Montgomery  Street,  as  well  as  the  Courtyard  Marriott  Hotel  at  Second  and  Folsom  Streets" 
(emphasis  added). 

As  noted  by  the  commenters,  the  foregoing  text  from  the  EIR  explains  that  office  buildings 
typically  have  greater  floor-to-floor  heights  than  residential  buildings  and  hotels.  This  is  a 
function  not  of  the  size  of  the  site,  as  intimated  by  the  comments,  but  of  the  fact  that  office 
buildings  typically  included  utility  and  service  spaces  (for  electrical  and  communications  wiring, 
plumbing  and  heating,  and  the  like)  in  a  space  between  the  ceiling  of  one  level  and  the  floor  of 
the  level  above. 

Plans  and  Policies 

Comment  [PP1] 

"Please  include  a  current  height  district  zoning  map  as  well  as  one  showing  the  proposed  change." 
(Planning  Commissioner  Hisashi  Sugaya) 
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"There  is  NO  map  of  the  height  limits,  which  is  confusing,  particularly  given  the  fact  that  this  project  has 
split  height  limits  and  is  requesting  a  height  increase  from  150'  to  350'  on  part  of  that  lot.  The  text  states 
that  the  NORTHWEST  portion  of  the  site  has  a  lower  height  limit,  but  it  is  the  SOUTHWEST  portion 
which  has  a  small  lot  fronting  on  Tehama."  (Sue  C.  Hestor) 

"The  alternative  (C)  which  has  a  project  that  complies  with  the  CODE  height  limits  is  given  cavalier 
treatment.  The  heights  in  the  Downtown  Plan  were  INTENTIONAL.  That  150'  height  limit  had  a 
rationale.  PLEASE  EXPLAIN  IT,  going  to  Downtown  Plan  source  documents  if  that  is  not  already 
available.  This  review  should  be  done  by  PLANNING  STAFF,  not  by  a  consultant  hired  by  project 
sponsor.  A  review  of  this  block  -  even  a  review  of  the  PHOTOS  of  this  block  -  shows  that  a  150'  height  is 
much  more  respectful  to  existing  historic  buildings  on  Howard  than  a  350'  high  building. 

"When  the  Downtown  Plan  was  adopted,  it  had  both  HEIGHT  LIMITS  and  BULK  LIMITS.  Why  does 
this  architect/developer  insist  on  violating  both  of  these  hmits? 

"Page  17  sets  out  the  various  exceptions  to  the  Downtown  Plan  requested  for  this  project.  There  has  been 
virtually  no  downtown  project — particularly  those  designed  by  this  firm — that  does  not  request  a  slew  of 
such  exceptions.  Which  means  that  the  code  rules,  the  Downtown  Plan  expectations,  in  the  end  are 
meaningless.  The  Department  has  information  in  its  files — cases  with  an  X  code — to  allow  construction 
of  a  list  of  projects  that  have  used  these  exceptions.  Please  provide  a  list  of  projects  that  requested/were 
granted  the  following  exceptions: 

"Sec  148  -  excessive  ground  level  winds,  both  pedestrian  AND  seated 
"Sec  270  -  excessive  bulk  above  base 

"Sec  146  -  penetration  of  62  degree  "sun  access  plane"  above  street  wall  height  of  132  feet 

"Repeated  exceptions  to  these  limits  create  a  CUMULATIVE  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  which 
should  be  analyzed.  Of  particular  concern  are  excessive  wind  conditions,  given  the  substantial  expansion 
of  HOUSING  in  the  immediate  area  of  this  project,  include  housing  recently  constructed  by  THIS  owner. 
Approved  housing  projects  on  Rincon  Hill  are  sure  to  add  many  more  pedestrians  in  the  future  given  that 
Second  Street  is  relatively  flat  and  has  traffic  that  is  relatively  calmer  than  the  heavily  trafficked  one-way 
streets  to  the  east.  To  the  extent  that  other  exceptions  are  being  requested,  please  provide  the  same 
information  for  THOSE  exceptions."  (Sue  C.  Hestor) 

"The  building  is  massive  and  totally  out  of  proportion  to  adjacent  structures  as  proposed.  And  the 
requested  code  variances  are  the  reason  for  this.  A  code  compliant  building  would  be  a  much  better 
neighbor  for  all  of  us.  There  is  no  compelling  reason  for  our  families  and  residents  of  our  neighborhood  to 
have  the  proposed  office  building.  This  would  be  contrary  the  long-standing  city  policy,  zoning  and  code. 
What  is  so  compelling  that  you  would  reverse  years  of  City  policy  and  grant  exceptions?"  (Armand  Der- 
Hacobian,  Concerned  SOMA  Residents) 

"I  have  to  say  I  am  a  strong  believer  that  we  have  a  Code  and  height  zone  within  that  Code,  and  I  do 
believe  a  skilled  architect  would  be  able  to  design  a  building  which  deals  with  a  situation  where  we  have 
a  site  which  falls  into  two  zones.  And  I  do  want  to  strongly  emphasize  that,  for  me,  that  is  the  guide 
which  we  should  be  always  reflecting  all  EIRs  and  all  decisions  we  make."  (Planning  Commissioner 
Kathrin  Moore) 
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"It  seems  like  maybe  we  are  in  the  process  now  of  slowly,  or  rapidly,  chipping  away  at  the  Downtown 
Plan  and  attendant  implementing  zoning  that  accompanied  that  plan.  We  have  seen  it  north  of  here  where 
the  financial  district  ends  over  on  Washington  Street,  and  Chinatown,  and  Jackson  Square,  now  we  are 
seeing  it  happening  in  the  southern  part  and  it  seems  like  unless  there  is  some  overall  ...  the  issue 
becomes...,  are  we  just  going  to  continue  to  do  this  without  looking  at  the  overall  policies  and  direction 
of  downtown  development  in  a  comprehensive  sense,  and  that  may  not  be  an  EIR  comment,  but  it  is  an 
observation  that  I  would  like  to  put  Department  staff  on  notice  that  this  Commission  is  at  least  concerned 
about  that."  (Planning  Commissioner  Hisashi  Sugaya) 

Response 

Existing  and  proposed  height  and  bulk  maps  are  provided  on  Figure  C&R-l.  As  stated  on  EIR 
p.  16,  the  northwest  comer  of  the  project  site  that  is  proposed  for  rezoning  to  increase  the 
permitted  height  measures  45  feet  along  Howard  Street  and  82  feet,  6  inches  in  depth.  Thus,  the 
area  proposed  for  rezoning  is  approximately  3,713  square  feet  and  represents  slightly  less  than 
one-sixth  of  the  project  site  as  it  currently  exists  (about  15  percent  of  the  proposed  site  with  the 
addition  of  the  631  Howard  Street  loading  dock). 

Concerning  the  existing  height  limits,  what  is  now  the  project  site  has  had  the  same  height  limits 
(350  feet  on  most  of  the  site  and  150  feet  on  the  northwest  comer  of  the  site)  since  the  Downtown 
Plan  and  its  implementing  zoning  were  adopted  in  1985.  The  apparent  reason  for  the  split  height 
limit  is  that  at  the  time  the  Downtown  Plan  was  adopted,  the  project  site  comprised  three  separate 
parcels,  two  of  which  were  occupied  by  buildings  and  the  largest  of  which  was  occupied  by  a 
surface  parking  lot  that  was  smaller  than  the  existing  parking  lot.  These  two  buildings,  one  that 
was  two  stories  tall  and  the  other  that  was  at  an  apparent  height  of  two  stories  plus  mezzanine, 
fronted  Howard  Street,  and  were  still  in  existence  in  1989,  when  an  EIR  was  prepared  for  an 
earHer  proposed  office  building  on  the  project  site  (Case  No.  1986.073E).  It  appears  that  the  150- 
foot  height  limit  on  the  northwest  comer  of  the  project  site  was  adopted  in  1985  in  conjunction 
with  the  adoption  of  the  Second-New  Montgomery  Streets  Conservation  District:  a  comparison  of 
the  height  and  bulk  map  (see  Figure  C&R-l)  and  the  Conservation  District  Map  (presented  in 
EIR  Figure  1 6,  p.  60),  indicates  that  both  apply  generally  to  parcels  fronting  New  Montgomery 
and  Second  Streets,  and  between  these  two  streets.  The  exceptions  to  the  correspondence  between 
the  Conservation  District  and  the  150-foot  height  limit  appear  to  be  the  Palace  Hotel,  at  New 
Montgomery  and  Market  Streets,  which  is  within  three  separate  height  districts,  and  the  northwest 
comer  of  the  project  site,  which,  although  not  within  the  Conservation  District,  is  within  the  area 
govemed  by  150-foot  height  limit.  It  therefore  appears  that  the  150-foot  height  limit  may  have 
been  extended  beyond  the  631  Howard  Street  building — the  only  building  south  of  Howard  Street 
included  in  the  Conservation  District — to  encompass  the  sites  occupied  by  the  two  smaller 
buildings  then  existing  to  the  east  of  631  Howard  Street,  even  though  these  buildings  were  not 
included  in  the  Conservation  District.  This  is  borne  out  by  the  fact  that,  in  Article  1 1  of  the 
Planning  Code,  63 1  Howard  Street  is  designated  a  Category  II  (Significant)  building.  Category  II 
buildings  perniit  additional  height  to  be  added,  but  only  on  certain  portions  and  generally  with 
reference  to  nearby  buildings.  For  631  Howard  Street,  according  to  Appendix  B  of  Article  II, 
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additional  height  is  permitted  as  long  as  the  addition  is  not  visible  to  an  observer  across  Howard 
Street  (82.5  feet  away  from  the  building).  The  listed  "Reference  Point  for  Establishing  Limitation 
On  Height  Addition"  is  the  building  that  formerly  stood  adjacent,  at  613  -  615  Howard  Street  (the 
Palmer  Films  building  in  the  photos  in  Figure  C&R-2).  This  appears  to  indicate  that,  while 
neither  this  building  nor  the  then-adjacent  building  at  609  Howard  Street  were  designated  as 
Significant  or  Contributory  buildings  under  Article  1 1,  at  least  one  of  them  had  sufficient  merit  to 
warrant  use  as  a  reference  for  changes  to  63 1  Howard  Street,  which  was  so  designated.  Therefore, 
it  appears  likely  that  the  150-foot  height  limit  was  intended  to  encompass  these  two  buildings, 
neither  of  which  is  extant  any  longer. 

After  the  prior  project  at  222  Second  Street  was  approved,  in  1989,  these  two  smaller  buildings 
were  demolished,  in  about  1990,  as  part  of  site  preparation  for  the  earlier  project.  However,  the 
project  was  never  constructed.  These  buildings  are  illustrated  in  Figure  C&R-2,  which  presents 
photographs  published  in  the  1989  EIR  for  the  prior  222  Second  Street  project. 

Planning  Code  Exceptions 

Regarding  the  Planning  Code  exceptions  being  sought  by  the  project  sponsor  for  the  proposed 
project,  each  of  these  exceptions  is  expressly  permitted  by  the  Code.  The  Code  language  permits 
exceptions  from  the  wind  speed  "comfort  criteria"  of  Section  148  for  both  pedestrian  areas  and 
seating  areas,  from  the  bulk  requirements  of  Section  270,  and  from  the  sunlight  access  to 
sidewalks  requirements  of  Section  146(a).  This  language  was  added,  in  each  case,  in  1985,  as  part 
of  the  Planning  Code  amendments  implementing  the  Downtown  Plan. 

The  commenter  is  correct  that  many  Downtown  projects  have  requested  and  been  granted 
exceptions  to  various  Planning  Code  requirements,  as  is  permitted  under  Section  309. 

Review  of  Planning  Department  records  and  Plaiming  Commission  minutes  reveals  that  there 
have  been  more  than  30  cases  involving  exceptions  from  Planning  Code  requirements  for  ground 
level  winds  (Section  148)  and  building  bulk  (Section  270)  that  have  been  granted  since  the 
Downtown  Plan  and  accompanying  zoning  regulations  were  approved.  About  27  of  these 
buildings  have  been  constructed,  including  essentially  all  major  downtown  buildings  built  since 
the  adoption  of  the  Downtown  Plan.  Another  project  granted  an  exception  is  under  construction. 
Table  C&R-l  presents  the  data  concerning  P/awwwg  Code  exceptions  to  Sections  148,  270,  along 
with  determinations  of  compliance  with  Section  146(c),  discussed  below. 

Section  146  and  Shadow  Impacts 

With  regard  to  Section  146,  which  governs  the  required  sun  access  plane,  Section  146(a)  applies 
to  certain  streets  in  the  C-3  zoning  districts;  exceptions  may  be  granted  pursuant  to 
Section  146(b).  As  stated  on  EIR  p.  135,  exceptions  may  be  granted  if  "the  shadow  created  by  the 
penetration  of  the  plane  is  deemed  insignificant  because  of  the  Umited  extent  or  duration  of  the 
shadow  or  because  of  the  limited  public  use  of  the  shadowed  space."  In  addition  to  the  west  side 
of  Second  Street  from  Market  Street  to  300  feet  south  of  Folsom  Street,  streets  subject  to 
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Parking  Lot 
(portion  of  project  site) 


609  Howard 
(demolished) 


615-617  Howard 
(demolished) 


631  Howard 


View  from  Across  Howard  Street 


609  Howard     615-617  Howard 

(demolished)       (demolished)        631  Howard 


View  looking  West  on  Howard  Street 


SOURCE:  San  Francisco  Planning  Departi 


ment 
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TABLE  C&R-1:  EXCEPTIONS  GRANTED  FOR  BULK,  WIND,  AND  SHADOW  SINCE  1985 


r^3co  Kin 

Wind 

Bulk 

Sun- 
§146^ 

Built? 

1984.432X 

235  Pine  Street 

X 

X 

Yes 

1986.085X 

600  California  Street 

X 

X 

Yes 

1987.525X 

384  Post  St.  (Saks  Fifth  Avenue) 

X 

Yes 

1989.501X 

545  Sansome  Street 

X 

No 

1989.589X 

300  Howard  Street 

X 

X 

Yes 

1996.228X 

Macy's  Addition  (231  -  281  Geary  St.) 

X 

X 

b 

Yes 

1997.484X 

101  2nd  Street 

X 

X 

Yes 

1 997.21 5X 

39-67  2nd  (One  Second  Street) 

X 

Yes 

1997.309X 

147  IVIinna  (MOMA  Garage) 

X 

Yes 

1997.689X 

299  Second  Street 

X 

X 

Yes 

1998.084X 

150  California 

X 

Yes 

1998.329X 

466  Bush  St.  (Orchard  Garden  Hotel) 

X 

Yes 

1998.497X 

215  Frennont  Street 

X 

X 

Yes 

1998.813X 

Neiman  Marcus 

X 

X 

b 

Yes 

1998.843X 

524  Howard  Street 

X 

No 

1998.902X 

First  &  Howard  (Foundry  Square) 

X 

Yes 

1999.603X 

555  Mission 

X 

X 

X 

Yes 

2000.074X 

77  Van  Ness  residential 

X 

X 

Yes 

2000.316X 

554  Mission  Street 

X 

X 

Yes 

2000.383X 

72  Ellis  Street 

X 

No 

2000.541X 

350  Bush  Street 

X 

X 

No 

2000.552X 

199  New  Montgomery  St. 

X 

Yes 

2000.586X 

1  Polk  St.  (Argenta) 

X 

Yes 

2000.613X 

425  Battery 

Yes 

2000. 790X 

888  Howard  (Intercontinental  Hotel) 

X 

X 

Yes 

2000. 965X 

949  Market  Street 

X 

No 

2000.1215X 

48  Tehama  Street 

X 

No 

2001.0792X 

301  Mission  St.  (Millennium) 

X 

X 

X 

Yes 

2006.1248X 

55  9th  Street 

X 

X 

No 

2002.0628X 

1 160  Mission  St.  (SoMa  Grand) 

X 

X 

Yes 

2001.0862X 

50-70  Oak  St.  (Conservatory  of  Music) 

X 

.  Yes 

2002. 179X 

1 169  Market  St.  (Trinity  Plaza) 

X 

X 

c 

U/C 

2003.0584X 

690  Market  St.  (Chronicle  BIdg.) 

X 

d 

Yes 

2003.0262X 

1455  Market  (Crescent  Heights) 

X 

X 

No 

2004.0165X 

1  Kearny/710  Market 

b 

Yes 

2004.0852X 

1  Hawthorne 

X 

X 

Yes 

2004.1245X 

300  Grant  Avenue 

X 

No 

2005.0540X 

1415  Mission  Street 

X 

No 

2005.0979X 

1390  Market  St  (Fox  Plaza) 

X 

No 

2005.1127X 

1340-1390  Mission  Street 

X 

X 

U/C 

2006.0691X 

125  Mason  Street 

X 

Yes 

2006.1273X 

535  Mission  Street 

X 

X 

No 

2007.1383X 

474  Natoma  Street 

X 

No 

2007.1464X 

1036-1040  Mission  Street 

X 

No 

Total 

32 

31 

7 

U/C  -Under  Construction 

^  X  indicates  determination  made  of  compliance  with  Section  146(c);  footnotes  explain  exceptions  from  Section  146(a). 
'°  Exception  granted  from  requirements  of  Section  14B(a)  for  stiadow  on  Geary  Street  sidewallcs. 

Trinity  Plaza  Special  Use  District  adopted,  wfiich  exempts  development  from  Section  146. 

Exception  granted  from  requirements  of  Section  146(a)  for  shadow  on  Kearny  Street  sidewalks. 

SOURCE:  Planning  Department  data 
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Section  146(a)  include  portions  of  Bush,  Sutter,  Post,  Geary,  O'Farrell,  Ellis,  Powell,  and 
Stockton  Streets,  Grant  Avenue,  and  Kearny,  New  Montgomery,  and  Market  Streets.  The 
required  sun  access  angle,  which  a  building  must  avoid  penetrating,  range  from  50  to  70  degrees, 
at  a  height  of  between  65  and  170  feet.  The  area  covered  by  Section  146(a)  is  depicted  in 
Figure  C&R-3,  p.  C&R-15,  which  reproduces  the  Sunlight  Access  map  from  the  original 
Downtown  Plan.  The  area  subject  to  Section  146(a) — generally,  the  sidewalks  depicted  in 
Figure  C&R-3 — comprises  primarily  the  historic  retail  center  of  Downtown.  The  exceptions 
include  Market  Street  from  Second  to  Tenth  Streets,  and  New  Montgomery  and  Second  Streets.  It 
is  noted  that  much  of  New  Montgomery  and  Second  Streets  were  also  proposed  to  be  included  in 
what  was  ultimately  adopted  as  the  New  Montgomery  Second  Street  Conservation  District,  while 
Second  Street  was  also  proposed  as  a  pedestrian-oriented  street.  Although  the  Downtown  Plan 
originally  proposed  that  additional  streets  be  subject  to  a  sun  access  angle  requirement,  the 
Planning  Code  uhimately  included  only  the  portions  of  streets  shown  n  Figure  C&R-3  to  be 
included  under  Section  146(a).  Because  this  area  is,  for  the  most  part,  limited  to  the  historic  and 
fully  built  out  retail  district  and  to  historic  portions  of  New  Montgomery  and  Second  Streets, 
there  has  been  no  new  construction  on  most  of  the  streets  listed  in  Section  146(a)  since  the 
Downtown  Plan  and  its  accompanying  zoning  were  approved.  A  small  number  of  buildings, 
however,  have  received  exceptions  from  Section  146(a)  requirements  and  been  developed,  as 
discussed  below. 

Review  of  Plarming  Department  records  disclosed  four  cases  in  which  an  exception  was  granted 
to  the  requirements  of  Section  146(a),  as  is  permitted  under  Section  146(b),  and  where  the  project 
was  undertaken.  One  was  for  the  reconstruction  of  the  Macy's  store  on  Union  Square,  at  235  - 
281  Geary  Street  (Case  No.  1996.228X).  This  project  replaced  two  older  six-story  buildings  with 
a  single  eight-story  structure  that  also  incorporated  renovations  to  an  existing  eight-story  building 
to  create  the  current  unified  fa9ade  along  the  center  portion  of  the  south  side  of  Geary  Street 
between  Powell  and  Stockton  Streets.  Although  the  project  proposed  a  street  wall  that  breaks  the 
plane  of  the  required  50-degree  sun  access  plane  on  the  south  side  of  Geary  Street  required  under 
Section  146(a),  the  Planning  Commission  granted  an  exception  because  analysis  completed  for 
the  proposed  project's  Negative  Declaration  indicated  that  the  north  sidewalk  of  Geary  Street  was 
already  shaded  by  the  existing  buildings  and  that  the  proposed  project  would  result  in  a  net 
increase  in  sunlight  on  the  north  sidewalk  during  the  hours  of  1 1 :30  a.m.  to  1 :00  p.m.  (Planning 
Commission  Motion  No.  14243;  approved  November  21,  1996). 

A  second  exception  was  for  the  expansion  of  the  Neiman  Marcus  department  store  building  at  the 
southeast  comer  of  Geary  and  Stockton  Streets  (Case  No.  1 998.8 13X).  This  project  involved  both 
horizontal  and  vertical  expansions  to  the  then-extant  Neiman  Marcus  store,  and  required  an 
exception  from  Section  146(a)  because,  while  the  horizontal  extension  proposed  a  street  wall  less 
than  65  feet  tall,  the  setbacks  above  65  feet  would  break  the  plane  of  the  50-degree  sun  access 
plane  required  along  the  south  side  of  Geary  Street.  Analysis  of  new  shadow  indicated  that  the 
project  would  cause  very  limited  new  shadow  on  Geary  Street  in  the  afternoons  in  spring  and  fall, 
and  the  exception  was  granted  on  July  22,  1999  (Motion  No.  14857). 
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The  third  exception  was  for  the  vertical  addition  to  the  historic  DeYoung  (Chronicle)  Building  at 

690  Market  Street,  which  now  houses  the  Ritz  Carlton  Club  and  Residences  (Case 

No.  2003.0584X).  This  project  involved  an  eight-story  addition  to  the  210-foot-tall  portion  of  the 

building  that  fronts  Kearny  Street.  The  exception  was  granted  on  March  18,  2004  (Motion 

No.  16747),  because  the  existing  building  was  taller  than  the  170-foot  height  at  which 

Section  146(a)  specifies  a  70-degree  sun  access  plane,  and  because  the  38-story  tower  at  One  Post 

Street,  to  the  east  along  Market  Street,  already  casts  shadow  on  much  of  the  section  of  Kearny 

Street  that  would  otherwise  be  shaded  by  the  addition. 

The  fourth  exception  involved  the  recent  horizontal  addition  to  the  historic  Mutual  Savings  Bank 
Building  at  the  northeast  comer  of  Kearny  and  Market  Streets  (One  Kearny  Street  /  710  Market 
Street;  Case  No.  2004.0 165X).  This  project  involved  a  142-foot-tall  building  that  exceeded  the 
65-foot  street  wall  height  on  the  south  side  of  Geary  Street,  above  which  the  Code  requires  a  50- 
degree  sun  access  plane.  The  exception  was  granted  because  the  resulting  shadow  was  determined 
to  be  "insignificant  because  of  the  limited  extent  and  duration  that  the  proposed  addition  would 
shade  portions  of  Geary,  Market,  and  Kearny  Streets,  as  well  as  sidewalks  adjacent  to  the  project 
site  along  these  streets"  (Planning  Commission  Motion  No.  17282,  adopted  July  13.  2006). 

In  a  fifth  case,  the  demolition  and  reconstruction,  with  intensification,  of  Trinity  Plaza,  at  Eighth 
and  Market  Streets,  approval  involved  creation  of  the  Trinity  Plaza  Special  Use  District,  in  which 
the  "requirement  regarding  sunlight  to  public  sidewalks  set  forth  in  Section  146  shall  not  apply" 
{Planning  Code  Sec.  249.34(a)(3);  approved  August  3,  2006;  Planning  Commission  Motion 
No.  \119A;  Trinity  Plaza  Special  Use  District  approved  by  Board  of  Superx  isors  April  17,  2007; 
Ordinance  No.  90-07). 

At  least  two  other  projects  have  been  approved  by  the  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency  and 
built  within  the  Yerba  Buena  Center  (YBC)  Redevelopment  Area  along  street  frontages  listed  in 
Section  146(a),  and  that  would  have  required  an  exception  from  Section  146(a)  had  they  been 
approved  by  the  Planning  Commission  and  not  the  Redevelopment  Agency.  These  projects  are 
the  398-foot-tall  Four  Seasons  tower  at  765  Market  Street,  between  Third  and  Fourth  Streets, 
which  was  built  in  2001,  and  the  residential  building  at  246  Second  Street,  on  the  project  block, 
which  was  built  in  2000,  according  to  Assessor's  data.  The  Four  Seasons  tower  was  built  on 
Central  Block  1  of  the  YBC  Redevelopment  Area,  within  a  portion  of  the  redevelopment  area 
where  the  Planning  Code  does  not  apply  and  the  Redevelopment  Agency  had  separate 
development  controls,  and  where  the  YBC  Redevelopment  Plan  makes  no  mention  of  protecting 
sunlight  at  the  sidewalks.  Had  it  been  subject  to  the  Planning  Code,  this  building  would  ha\e 
required  an  exception  to  the  sun  access  plane  of  50  degrees  that  is  required  abo\  e  a  height  of 
119  feet  on  the  south  side  of  Market  Street. 

The  246  Second  Street  building,  which  is  approximately  1 70  feet  tall  and  1 7  stories,  is  within  an 
area  of  the  YBC  Plan  where  the  Planning  Code  was  operative  at  the  time  this  project  was 
approved.  Therefore,  this  project  apparently  should  have  been  required  to  obtain,  from  the 
Redevelopment  Agency  Commission,  a  variance  fi^om  the  same  sun  access  angle  requirement  (an 
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angle  of  62  degrees,  beginning  at  a  height  of  132  feet)  as  is  applicable  to  the  proposed 
222  Second  Street  project.  However,  while  the  Redevelopment  Agency  Commission  approved 
variances  from  the  requirements  for  rear  yard  setback  (Planning  Code  Sec.  134(a)),  setback 
above  the  building  base  to  allow  for  separation  of  towers  {Planning  Code  Sec.  132.1(c)(1)),  and 
parking  in  excess  of  the  permitted  amount  {Planning  Code  Sees.  151  and  204.5),  the  design 
approval  resolutions  were  silent  with  respect  to  the  sun  access  plan  requirement  of  Section  146(a) 
(Redevelopment  Agency  Commission  Resolutions  No.  243-97,  adopted  December  16,  1997;  and 
No.  132-98,  adopted  July  14,  1998).  Had  this  project  been  approved  by  the  Plarming 
Commission,  an  exception  to  the  sun  access  angle  requirement  of  Section  146(a)  would  have 
been  required,  as  would  be  required  for  the  proposed  222  Second  Street  project.  Because  this 
building  is  considerably  shorter  than  the  proposed  project,  however,  the  reduction  in  developable 
area  would  have  been  much  less  than  would  be  required  for  the  proposed  project  (see  the 
discussion  in  the  response  concerning  shadow,  p.  C&R-56  of  this  Comments  and  Responses 
document). 

Planning  Department  records  reveal  only  two  other  projects  having  requested  an  exception  to  the 
requirements  of  Section  146(a)  and,  while  both  exceptions  were  granted,  neither  project  was  built 
as  approved.  A  three-story  office  and  retail  addition,  along  with  horizontal  additions,  was 
approved  at  150  Powell  Street  in  2001  (Case  No.  2000. 986X).  However,  this  project  was 
subsequently  revised  to  include  retail  and  residential  uses,  with  no  vertical  addition,  and  no 
Section  146(a)  exception  was  needed  for  the  revised  project,  which  has  been  constructed  and  now 
houses  the  H&M  store  on  the  ground  floor  and  residential  units  above  and  around  the  comer  on 
O'Farrell  Street.  A  proposed  retail,  office,  and  residential  structure  at  185  Post  Street,  at  Grant 
Avenue,  was  approved  in  2001  (Case  No.  2000. 272X),  including  an  exception  to  Section  146(a). 
The  10-story  building  was  to  have  housed  the  San  Francisco  location  of  the  Prada  retail  chain,  but 
the  project  was  never  built,  and  a  subsequent  project  renovated  the  existing  building  at  that  site, 
without  the  need  for  a  Section  146(a)  exception.-^ 

A  previously  approved  office  building  project  at  222  Second  Street — the  site  that  is  the  subject  of 
this  EIR — did  not  propose  an  exception  to  the  requirements  of  Section  146(a).  This  project  (Case 
No.  1986.073E)  was  approved  in  1989  as  a  225-foot-tall  building  that  was  designed  with  a  series 
of  setbacks  from  Second  Street,  beginning  at  the  ninth  floor,  such  that  the  project  was  consistent 
with  the  required  sun  access  plane  of  Section  146(a).  Because  the  building  was  designed  with 
symmetrical  setbacks  on  the  west  side  (adjacent  to  the  631  Howard  Street  building),  it  would 
have  provided  approximately  220,000  square  feet  of  office  space,  or  about  5 1  percent  of  the 
office  floor  area  of  the  currently  proposed  project  (and  about  65  percent  of  the  office  floor  area  of 
the  Reduced  Project  Alternative  described  on  EIR  p.  175). 

Another  subsection  of  Planning  Code  Section  146,  Section  146(c),  applies  more  generally 
throughout  the  C-3  districts,  stating  that  new  buildings  and  building  additions  shall  be  shaped  "so 


^    Neither  of  these  projects  is  included  in  Table  C&R-l  because  they  were  both  superseded  by  subsequently  revised 
projects  that  have  been  completed. 
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as  to  reduce  substantial  shadow  impacts  on  public  sidewalks  in  the  C-3  Districts  other  than  those 
protected  by  Subsection  (a),"  but  only  if  this  can  be  done  "without  creating  an  unattractive  design 
and  without  unduly  restricting  the  development  potential  of  the  site  in  question."  Determinations 
are  made  with  respect  to  compliance  with  this  requirement  as  part  of  the  Section  309  downtown 
project  review  process.  Planning  Department  records  reveal  at  least  two  projects  that  have  been 
granted  exceptions  with  respect  to  the  Code 's  wind  and  bulk  provisions  have  also  been 
specifically  determined  to  be  in  compliance  with  the  Section  146(c)  requirement,  including  the 
recently  completed  office  tower  at  555  Mission  Street,  and  the  newly  built  Millennium  residential 
tower  at  Mission  and  Fremont  Streets.  These  projects  do  no  front  on  a  street  listed  in 
Section  146(a);  therefore,  that  subsection  does  not  apply. ^ 

In  terais  of  the  potential  cumulative  impacts  related  to  granting  of  exceptions  to  the  requirements 
of  Section  146(a),  as  described  above,  the  effect  of  each  potential  exception  was  evaluated  by 
Planning  Department  staff,  with  the  conclusions  presented  in  the  proposed  approval  motion  that 
was  presented  to  the  Planning  Commission  and  then  reviewed  and,  for  those  projects  approved  by 
the  Commission,  consented  to  by  the  Commission  as  part  of  the  findings  required  under  Planning 
Code  Section  309,  Permit  Review  in  C-3  Districts.  None  of  the  projects  for  which  Section  146(a) 
exceptions  were  granted  was  found  to  result  in  substantial  new  shadow  on  protected  sidewalks 
and,  taken  together,  the  four  projects  granted  such  exceptions,  along  with  the  Trinity  Plaza 
project,  for  which  a  special  use  district  was  created,  have  resulted  in  limited  new  shadow  within 
the  area  encompassed  by  the  streets  subject  to  Section  146(a).  That  is,  shadow  from  any 
individual  project,  including  the  proposed  222  Second  Street  project,  would  (or  does,  in  the  case 
of  existing  buildings),  cover  a  relatively  small  area  of  sidewalk,  for  a  relatively  short  duration. 
This  effect  is  comparable  to  that  identified  in  the  Downtown  Plan  EIR  for  a  case-study  location 
near  the  222  Second  Street  project  site.  The  Downtown  Plan  EIR  (p.  IV.H.43)  found  that,  while 
an  assumed  development  would  resuh  in  several  hours  of  sunlight  being  eliminated  in  the  winter 
at  a  particular  sidewalk  location,  several  hours  of  existing  sunlight  would  remain  during  spring, 
fall,  and  summer.  (This  effect  was  reported  for  a  single  location,  and  effects  would  vary  at  other 
locations.)  Moreover,  observation  indicates  that  most  of  the  activity  on  the  sidewalks  in  question 
appears  to  be  routine  travel  from  one  place  to  another  that  is  unlikely  to  be  adversely  affected  by 
incremental  new  shadow,  as  opposed  to  recreational  activity.  Thus,  the  impact  would  not  appear 
to  "substantially  affect  the  usability  of  other  existing  publicly  accessible  open  space  or  outdoor 
recreation  facilities  or  other  public  areas,"  and  the  limited  number  of  exceptions  granted  does  not 
appear  to  warrant  a  conclusion  that  such  exceptions  could  combine  to  result  in  a  cumulative 
significant  impact  with  respect  to  shadow  on  nearby  sidewalks. 

Section  148  and  Wind  Impacts 

With  regard  to  wind  (Section  148),  in  particular,  the  vast  majority  of  projects  involving  high-rise 
buildings  that  have  been  approved  since  adoption  of  the  Downtown  Plan  have  required,  and  have 

^    Because  Section  146(c)  does  not  include  a  process  for  exceptions,  but  instead  a  detennination  of  compliance  with 
the  provisions,  information  regarding  compliance  with  this  section  is  difficult  to  isolate  in  Planning  Department 
records:  unlike  projects  that  require  exceptions — for  which  the  Department  case  number  includes  an  "X"  suffix, 
there  is  no  such  identifier  for  projects  that  require  compliance  with  Section  146(c). 
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been  granted,  an  exception  to  the  Planning  Code  wind  requirement  that  "When  preexisting 
ambient  wind  speeds  exceed  the  comfort  level,  or  when  a  proposed  building  or  addition  may 
cause  ambient  wind  speeds  to  exceed  the  comfort  level,  the  building  shall  be  designed  to  reduce 
the  ambient  wind  speeds  to  meet  the  requirements."  This  is  because  existing  winds  at  many 
locations  in  Downtown  San  Francisco  exceed  both  the  7-miles-per-hour  comfort  criterion  in 
public  seating  areas  1 1  -miles-per-hour  comfort  criterion  in  areas  of  substantial  pedestrian  use 
(generally,  sidewalks),  and  it  is  generally  not  feasible  to  design  a  new  building  that  would  reduce 
existing  wind  speeds  such  that  the  these  criteria  would  be  met,  or,  in  many  instances,  to  avoid 
creating  a  certain  number  of  new  exceedances. 

In  the  case  of  the  project,  for  example,  as  noted  in  Section  IV.H,  Wind,  the  wind-tunnel  test 
revealed  that,  under  existing  conditions,  wind  speeds  exceed  the  1 1  -mph  pedestrian  comfort 
criterion  at  10  of  the  51  wind  test  locations,  and  the  highest  wind  speed  in  the  vicinity  (15  mph) 
occurs  at  the  southeast  comer  of  the  26-story  Pacific  Telephone  Building  at  New  Montgomery 
and  Natoma  Streets,  some  200  feet  upwind  of  the  project  site.  Regardless  of  the  design  of  the 
proposed  project,  it  is  very  unlikely  to  reduce  an  existing  exceedance  of  the  comfort  criterion 
such  as  this,  because  the  effects  of  a  project  are  primarily  on  downwind  and,  to  some  extent, 
cross-wind,  locations.  As  noted  on  EIR  p.  130,  the  effects  of  the  project  on  pedestrian-level  winds 
would  be  limited:  "With  the  project,  as  compared  to  existing  conditions,  wind  speeds  would 
increase  at  13  locations;  remain  unchanged  at  24  locations;  and  decrease  at  14  locations" 
(emphasis  added).  Thus,  wind  speed  would  not  change  at  nearly  half  the  test  points,  the  number 
of  points  where  wind  speed  would  increase  would  be  offset  by  a  like  number  of  decreases,  and 
most  of  the  changes  in  wind  speed  would  be  by  1  to  2  mph,  which  would  likely  be  imperceptible 
to  most  observers.  Wind  speeds  would  increase  by  more  than  3  mph  at  three  locations,  and  would 
decrease  by  more  than  3  mph  at  two  locations,  meaning  that  the  change  would  be  perceptible  at 
only  five  of  51  test  points.  As  expected,  "The  greatest  increase  in  wind  speed  (7  mph),  from  7 
mph  under  existing  conditions  to  14  mph  with  the  project,  would  occur  at  the  southwest  comer  of 
the  proposed  project,  adjacent  to  the  planned  loading  dock  driveway."  Wind-turmel  testing 
reveals  that  it  is  common  for  prevailing  west  and  northwest  winds  to  result  in  increases  in  ground- 
level  wind  speeds  at  the  southwest  comer  of  a  new  building,  because  that  is  the  location  at  which 
the  winds  are  newly  intercepted  by  the  structure  and  accelerate  down  to  the  ground  as  they  seek  a 
way  to  pass  around  the  new  building.  Wind-tunnel  testing  of  the  proposed  project  found  that  the 
building  would  eliminate  four  existing  pedestrian-comfort  criterion  exceedances  and  create  six 
new  exceedances,  for  a  total  of  12  exceedances  of  the  pedestrian  comfort  criterion,  compared  to 
10  exceedances  under  existing  conditions;  all  six  of  the  new  exceedances  were  either  at  the  base 
of  the  new  building  (three)  or  across  the  street  from  the  new  building  (the  other  three).  Three  of 
the  four  eliminated  exceedances  were  downwind  of  the  project  on  Second  Street  (towards  Folsom 
Street),  while  the  fourth  was  upwind,  at  Howard  and  Hawthome  Streets.  In  sum,  therefore,  the 
effects  of  the  proposed  project  on  grdund-level  winds  would  be  limited,  and  would  occur  almost 
exclusively  in  locations  adjacent  or  proximate  to  the  building.  Six  existing  exceedances  of  the 
pedestrian  comfort  criterion — both  upwind  and  downwind  of  the  project  site — would  remain  and 
most  would  be  little  affected  by  the  proposed  project.  For  the  foregoing  reasons,  in  most  cases,  it 
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cannot  be  expected  that  a  project  can  "be  designed  to  reduce  the  ambient  wind  speeds  to  meet  the 
requirements"  of  Planning  Code  Section  148,  and  this  is  why  exceptions  to  these  requirements 
are  commonly  granted. 

It  is  noted  that  the  proposed  project  would  not  result  in  any  new  hazardous  winds;  that  is,  there 
would  be  no  new  exceedances  of  the  26-miles-per-hour  wind  hazard  criterion,  which,  as  noted  on 
EIR  p.  129,  is  the  criterion  for  determining  whether  a  project  would  result  in  a  significant  impact 
with  regard  to  wind.  Both  this  significance  criterion  and  the  comfort  criteria  of  Section  148  apply 
to  residential  and  non-residential  areas  of  the  C-3  zoning  district  alike,  meaning  that  the 
determination  of  significance  and  the  evaluation  of  compliance  with  the  comfort  criteria  uses  the 
same  methodology  and  standards  regardless  of  surrounding  uses. 

Section  270  and  Visual  Impacts 

Beyond  effects  on  shadow  and  ground-level  winds,  building  bulk  affects  visual  impacts  as  well. 
Visual  effects  of  the  proposed  project  are  analyzed  in  EIR  Section  IV.  A,  Aesthetics,  pp.  37  -  48. 
That  section  includes  six  photomontages  showing  the  proposed  project;  two  of  the  simulations 
(Figures  13  and  14,  pp.  43  and  44)  depict  the  project  in  a  cumulative  context,  including  other 
existing,  approved,  and  reasonably  foreseeable  development  in  Downtown,  Rincon  Hill,  and  the 
proposed  Transit  Center  District  Plan  area.  Therefore,  cumulative  visual  effects  with  respect  to 
building  bulk,  including  the  requested  exception  from  Planning  Code  Section  270,  were  analyzed 
in  the  EIR.  For  information.  Figure  C&R-4  compares  two  views  of  the  Downtown  from  Potrero 
Hill,  one  showing  near-current  conditions  (2008),  and  the  other  showing  long-term  projected 
development  as  assumed  in  the  Downtown  Plan  EIR  (in  the  year  2000,  which  was  the  future 
analysis  year  for  the  Downtown  Plan  EIR).  Although  the  views  are  from  slightly  different  angles, 
the  comparison  shows  that,  in  general,  development  in  the  Downtown  has  resulted  in  a 
configuration  of  the  Downtown  skyline  that  is  comparable  to  that  forecast  in  the  Downtown  Plan 
EIR,  despite  the  fact  that,  as  noted  above,  more  than  two  dozen  buildings  have  been  built  without 
full  compliance  with  the  Downtown  Plan  bulk  controls.  Full  compliance  with  the  bulk  controls 
would  have  resulted  in  a  relatively  minor  change,  compared  to  existing  conditions,  in  the 
sculpting  of  the  top  of  newer  buildings,  particularly  with  regard  to  the  rooftop  cupola-like 
elements.  However,  it  does  not  appear  that  development  that  has  proceeded  since  adoption  of  the 
Downtown  Plan  has  resulted  in  substantially  different  building  bulks  than  was  anticipated  in  the 
Downtown  Plan  EIR,  and  thus  the  cumulative  effect  of  the  bulk  exceptions  granted  since  the 
Dowoitown  Plan  was  adopted  does  not  appear  to  have  been  significant  in  terms  of  adversely 
affecting  a  scenic  vista  or  substantially  degrading  the  visual  character  of  the  Downtown. 

Regarding  the  granting  of  exceptions  to  Planning  Code  requirements  under  Section  309 
generally,  this  is  a  poHcy  decision  that  is  made  by  the  Planning  Commission  on  a  case-by-case 
basis.  To  the  extent  that  the  granting  of  such  exceptions  would  result  in  physical  impacts,  those 
impacts  are  analyzed  in  the  DEIR.  The  fact  that  a  project  would  require  one  or  more  exceptions  to 
Planning  Code  requirements  does  not,  in  itself,  indicate  that  the  project  would  have  a  significant 
physical  effect  on  the  environment. 
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Increased  Height  Limit  for  Project  Site 

Regarding  the  proposed  increase  in  height  hmit,  as  stated  previously,  the  majority  of  the  project 
site  is  within  a  350-foot  height  zone,  and  the  proposed  rezoning,  therefore,  would  not  resuh  in  an 
increase  in  permitted  height  on  the  great  majority  (84  percent)  of  the  project  site.  As  stated  on 
EIR  p.  16,  office  and  retail  uses  are  principal  permitted  uses  in  the  C-3-0  (SD)  use  district  in 
which  the  project  site  is  located.  As  noted  above,  the  Planning  Code  exceptions  requested  are 
expressly  permitted  under  the  Code,  and  have  been  since  the  Planning  Code  was  amended  to 
implement  the  Downtown  Plan;  thus,  the  proposed  project  would  be  consistent  with  the 
provisions  of  the  Downtown  Plan. 

One  comment  states  that  a  "code  compliant  building  would  be  a  much  better  neighbor."  The  EIR 
includes  two  alternatives  that  would  comply  with  the  existing  Planning  Code  height  limits  (that 
is,  do  not  require  rezoning  to  increase  the  height  limit  of  the  northwest  comer  of  the  project 
site) — Alternatives  B  (p.  172)  and  E  (p.  181).  Alternative  B  would  also  comply  with  the  Planning 
Code  bulk  limits.  Both  of  these  alternatives  would  develop  the  same  office  and  retail  floor  area  as 
would  the  project,  meaning  that  essentially  the  same  building  would  be  built,  with  the  only 
differences  being  adjustments  to  the  placement  of,  but  not  an  overall  reduction  of,  the  building 
bulk.  That  is,  under  each  alternative,  the  same  floor  area  would  be  developed,  but  it  would  be  at 
different  locations  within  the  overall  envelope  defined  by  an  imaginary  350-foot-tall  box  on  the 
portion  of  the  site  that  has  a  350-foot  height  limit.  As  noted  above,  nearly  any  building 
constructed  at  the  project  site  would  require  an  exception  from  the  Planning  Code 's  pedestrian 
comfort  criterion  for  wind  because  of  existing  exceedances  of  the  criterion.  The  third  exception — 
to  the  Code's  requirement  for  a  "sun  access  plane,"  under  Section  146(a) — does  make  a 
substantial  difference  in  the  overall  permissible  building  bulk.  This  is  described  in  detail  in  the 
response  to  comments  concerning  shadow,  p.  C&R-56  of  this  Comments  and  Responses 
document.  In  short,  compliance  with  the  Section  146(a)  sun  access  plane,  along  with  the  existing 
height  limit  would  effectively  limit  the  height  of  the  building  to  about  305  feet  and  would  reduce 
the  office  floor  area  by  a  minimum  of  about  22  percent,  to  no  more  than  about  335,000  square 
feet.  As  noted  above,  a  previously  approved  office  building  on  the  project  site  that  would  have 
complied  with  Section  146(a)  would  have  provided  approximately  220,000  square  feet  of  office 
space,  or  about  of  51  percent  of  the  office  space  in  the  current  project. 

Concerning  the  comment  regarding  a  design  for  a  project  site  that  falls  within  two  zones  of  height 
limits,  it  is  noted  that  the  EIR  includes  a  design  that  complies  with  the  existing  height  controls — 
Alternative  E,  the  No-Rezoning  Alternative.  As  stated  on  EIR  p.  181,  this  alternative  would 
comply  with  both  the  350-foot  height  limit  on  the  majority  of  the  site  and  with  the  150-foot 
height  limit  at  the  northwestern  comer  of  the  site.  By  essentially  shifting  the  tower  massing 
towards  the  comer  of  Second  and  Howard  Streets  and  adding  one  floor  to  the  building  base,  this 
altemative  would  provide  the  same  office  floor  area  as  would  the  proposed  project,  without  the 
requirement  to  change  the  150-foot  height  limit. 
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The  comment  regarding  "chipping  away  at  the  Downtown  Plan  and  attendant  implementing 
zoning"  appears  to  make  reference  to  recent  Planning  Commission  consideration  of  a  project  at 
555  Washington  Street.  That  project  proposed  a  390-foot-tall  building  on  a  site  entirely 
designated  with  a  200-foot  height  limit,  whereas  the  proposed  222  Second  Street  project,  as  noted 
above,  proposes  an  increased  height  limit  on  approximately  1 6  percent  of  the  project  site.  The 
EIR  acknowledges  and  analyzes  the  cumulative  impacts  of  proposed  projects  in  the  area, 
including  projects  that  propose  changes  to  existing  height  limits. 

The  project  site  was  designated  for  office  use,  as  a  principal  permitted  use,  prior  to  the  adoption 
of  the  Downtown  Plan,  and  the  Downtown  Plan  did  not  alter  that.  It  is  noted  that  a  225-foot-tall 
office  building  was  previously  approved  on  the  222  Second  Street  site,  in  1989. 

Comment  [PP2] 

"[A]  neighborhood  is  more  than  the  codes  and  zoning  that  govern  development  within  it.  As  a  planning 
professional  you  have  seen  projects  constructed  in  full  compliance  with  code  and  zoning  requirements 
that  when  finished  were  completely  inappropriate  for  the  surrounding  neighborhood.  This  is  just  such  a 
project.  Although  the  EIR  addresses  specific  code  and  zoning  issues  on  a  micro  level  it  fails  to  adequately 
address  how  this  project  fails  to  be  appropriate  for  the  neighborhood  on  a  macro  level.  The  Downtown 
Plan  places  equal  importance  on  the  residential  and  commercial  development  of  the  area.  This  specific 
area  of  downtown  has  been  spectacularly  successful  in  establishing  a  residential  character  to  the 
neighborhood  with  hundreds  of  residents  that  love  their  homes,  buildings  and  neighborhood.  The 
completely  inappropriate  design  and  location  of  the  proposed  project,  if  approved  as  proposed,  will 
completely  change  the  character  of  the  neighborhood  and  the  residents'  experience  of  daily  life.  The  EIR 
presents  this  project  as  solely  a  comparison  to  minimum  requirements  to  be  met  to  achieve  compliance 
with  code  and  zoning  requirements,  failing  to  address  the  significant  negative  impacts  to  an  established 
and  thriving  residential  neighborhood."  (Ward  Buelow  and  Penny  Eardley) 

Response 

The  Downtown  Plan  was  developed  in  response  to  a  period  of  intense  office  development  in  the 
1970s  and  early  1980s,  and  the  Plan's  fundamental  aim  was  to  manage  commercial  (office) 
development  in  the  Downtown  so  that  this  development  would  not  result  in  adverse  effects  on 
San  Francisco  residents  and  on  the  City,  especially  the  Downtown  itself  As  stated  in  the  adopted 
Downtown  Plan,  "The  Downtown  Plan  grows  out  of  an  awareness  of  the  public  concern  in  recent 
years  over  the  degree  of  change  occurring  downtown  -  and  of  the  often  conflicting  civic 
objectives  between  fostering  a  vital  economy  and  retaining  the  urban  patterns  and  structures 
which  collectively  form  the  physical  essence  of  San  Francisco."  The  Plan  recognized  that  the 
continuing  growth  of  office  space  would  create  a  need  for  support  structure  to  enable  this  office 
growth  to  be  sustainable.  As  stated  in  the  Plarming  Department's  most  recent  Downtown  Plan 
Monitoring  Report,  "Specific  programs  were  created  [in  the  Downtown  Plan]  to  address  needs  for 
additional  housing,  transit,  child  care  and  open  space,  as  were  specific  targets  for  new  housing 
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production  and  transportation  management.'"^  The  adopted  Plan  acknowledges,  "Housing  close  to 
downtown  contributes  greatly  to  downtown  vitality,  helping  to  ensure  that  it  remains  active  after 
working  hours."  However,  while  the  Plan  and  the  zoning  that  implements  the  Plan  both  allow 
housing  in  the  C-3  (Downtown  Commercial)  use  districts,  the  Plan's  direction  was  to  ensure  that 
adequate  housing  was  developed  city  wide,  not  just  in  the  Downtown,  to  support  Downtown 
office  employment,  along  with  other  employment  such  as  hotel  and  retail,  without  the  need  for 
most  employees  to  commute  from  long  distances,  particularly  by  automobile,  a  scenario  in  which 
the  Plan  contemplated  that  Downtown  traffic  would  become  unmanageable.  The  Plan  includes 
Objective?,  "Expand  the  supply  of  housing  in  and  adjacent  to  Downtown,"  and  Policies  7.1 
("Promote  the  inclusion  of  housing  in  downtown  commercial  developments")  and  7.2  ("Facilitate 
conversion  of  underused  industrial  and  commercial  areas  to  residential  use").  But  the  overall 
premise  of  the  Plan  with  regard  to  housing  is  that  an  adequate  housing  supply  must  be  provided 
within  San  Francisco  as  a  whole.  It  is  also  noted  that  the  first  six  objectives  of  the  Downtown 
Plan,  under  the  heading  "Space  for  Commerce,"  concern  economic  growth,  in  particular  with 
respect  to  office  space,  retail,  hotels,  and  support  space,  "within  acceptable  levels  of  density."  In 
addition  to  Commerce  and  the  above-noted  discussion  of  Housing,  the  Plan  includes  objectives 
and  policies  regarding  Open  Space,  Preservation,  Urban  Form,  Moving  About  (transportation), 
and  Seismic  Safety. 

It  is  important  to  note  that  the  Downtown  Plan  primarily  concerns  the  areas  zoned  C-3 
(Downtown  Commercial),  which  in  the  project  vicinity  extends  generally  south  to  Folsom  Street. 
However,  the  C-3-0  district  (including  the  "SD"  subdistrict),  which  is  intended  to  be  the  areas  of 
concentrated  office  use,  extends  only  as  far  south  as  the  project  site  on  the  west  side  of  Second 
Street,  and  to  Folsom  Street  on  the  east  side  of  Second  Street.  South  of  the  project  site  is  the 
C-3-S  district,  which,  according  to  Planning  Code  Section  210.3,  "accommodates  near  the 
intensive  downtown  core  areas  important  supporting  fimctions  such  as  wholesaling,  printing, 
building  services,  secondary  office  space  and  parking.  It  also  contains  unique  housing  resources." 
South  of  Folsom  Street,  there  are  additional  areas  zoned  C-3-S  between  Second  and  Third  Streets, 
mixed-use  office  and  mixed  use  residential  zoning  districts  created  as  part  of  the  Eastern 
Neighborhoods  rezoning  (MUO  and  MUR,  respectively),  to  the  west,  and  the  Transbay  and 
Rincon  Hill  Downtown  Residential  use  districts  (TB  DTR  and  RH  DTR,  respectively)  to  the  east. 
These  zoning  districts  are  shown  in  Figure  C&R-5;  the  heavy  black  line  delineates  the  boundary 
between  C-3  districts  and  other  districts,  while  the  dashed  line  shows  the  limit  of  the  C-3-0 
district  (including  the  SD  subdistrict). 

Aspects  of  the  foregoing  comment  related  to  land  use  compatibility  are  discussed  in  the  following 
section,  Land  Use,  p.  C&R-28  of  this  Comments  and  Responses  document. 


San  Francisco  Planning  Department.  Downtown  Plan:  Annual  Monitoring  Report.  2008.  January  2010.  Available 
on  the  internet  at:  http://www.sf-planning.org/ftp/Files/Citvwide/Downtown_Annual  Report  2008.pdf. 
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Comment  [PP3] 

"The  Planning  Department  specifically  requested  that  the  EIR  analyze  'compatibility  with  surrounding 
development.'  The  draft  fails  to  satisfy  that  request.  The  project  is  completely  inconsistent  with  the 
Downtown  Plan  Policy  2.1.  This  policy  states  that  a  project  that  is  out  of  scale  with  the  neighborhood 
character  is  undesirable.  The  proposed  project  is  a  poster  child  for  this  definition  of  undesirable  impact." 
(Ward  Buelow  and  Penny  Eardley) 

Response 

Downtown  Plan  Policy  2.1  states,  "Encourage  prime  downtown  office  activities  to  grow  as  long 
as  undesirable  consequences  of  such  growth  can  be  controlled."  The  EIR,  on  pp.  20  -  2 1 ,  explains 
that  the  "undesirable  consequences"  referred  to  include  "impacts  related  to  out-of-scale  office 
development  on  neighborhood  character;  loss  of  historical  resources;  increased  shading  of  streets 
and  publicly  accessible  open  space;  increased  pedestrian-level  winds;  increased  traffic  and 
parking  demand,  pollutant  emissions,  and  energy  use;  overburdened  public  transit;  increased 
traffic  noise;  increased  pressure  on  housing  supply  resulting  from  increased  employment;  and 
conversion  of  housing,  retail,  and  service  commercial  space  to  office  space,"  and  that  physical 
effects  related  to  each  of  these  issues  are  analyzed  in  the  EIR.  The  EIR  finds  significant, 
unmitigable  effects  only  with  regard  to  project  traffic;  other  impacts  are  found  to  be  less  than 
significant,  or  less  than  significant  with  mitigation. 

In  Section  IV.A,  Land  Use,  the  EIR  finds  that  the  proposed  project  would  neither  divide  an 
established  community,  nor  have  a  substantial  adverse  impact  on  the  character  of  the  site  or 
vicinity.  The  comment  does  not  present  any  evidence  that  the  conclusions  contained  in  the  EIR 
regarding  these  impacts  are  incorrect. 

Please  see  also  the  response  to  Comment  LUl,  pp.  C&R-31,  concerning  the  EIR's 
characterization  of  existing  land  uses  and  project  effects  thereon. 

Comment  [PP4] 

The  comment  expresses  concern  about  "the  references  made  throughout  the  document  to  draft  plans,  such 
as  the  Transbay  District  Plan.  When  it  suits  the  developers,  they  reference  a  draft  plan  as  if  it  had  already 
been  approved  and  adopted,  and  highlight  the  project's  conformance  with  the  draft  plan.  When  a  draft 
plan  would  demonstrate  negative  impacts  resultant  from  the  project,  the  developer  either  downplays  or 
completely  discounts  the  impacts  by  referencing  the  plans  as  being  in  the  draft  stage.  This  is  especially 
evidenced  by  repeated  reference  to  the  benefits  of  the  project  to  meet  objectives  of  the  Transbay  plan — 
then  refusing  to  address  shadow  impacts  on  a  major  component  of  the  Transbay  plan  because  the  subject 
park  does  not  yet  exist.  References  in  the  EIR  should  treat  all  plans  equally,  whether  in  draft  status  or  not 
and  then  they  should  reflect  compliance  or  noncompliance."  (Ward  Buelow  and  Penny  Eardley) 

"[I]t  seems  very  presumptuous  to  propose  a  project  based  upon  the  DRAFT  Transit  Center  District  Plan 
published  in  November  2009.  While  I  personally  support  most  characteristics  of  the  plan,  I  am  troubled 
by  the  Draft  [Transit  Center  District  Plan]  document's  suggestion  to  push  private  vehicle  traffic  from 
Folsom  Street  south  to  the  residential  core  of  Harrison  Street.  I  believe  there  are  other  sections  of  the 
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Transit  Center  Distriet  Plan  that  could  use  some  edits  based  upon  community  input.  My  main  point  is  that 
this  project  should  meet  current  zoning  and  planning  requirements  rather  than  be  based  upon  heights  in  a 
draft  planning  document."  (Jamie  Whitaker) 

Response 

The  proposed  Transit  Center  District  Plan  would  encompass  an  area  roughly  bounded  by  Market 
Street,  The  Embarcadcro,  Folsom  Street,  and  Third  Street,  as  stated  on  EIR  pp.  22  -  23,  in  the 
discussion  of  Compatibility  with  Existing  Zoning  and  Plans.  The  proposed  Transit  Center  District 
Plan  is  also  discussed  in  the  EIR  in  the  analyses  of  Land  Use  (pp.  33  and  35);  Aesthetics  (p.  48); 
Cultural  Resources  (pp.  62  -  63  and  69);  Transportation  (pp.  82,  83,  86,  and  88  -  89);  Noise 
(pp.  94  -  95  and  97);  and  Shadow  (pp.  134  and  144).  In  each  instance,  the  proposed  Plan  is 
included  in  the  analysis  of  potential  cumulative  impacts,  and  in  some  cases,  work  done  for  the 
analysis  of  the  proposed  Plan  itself  is  also  referenced  for  purposes  of  providing  information  about 
the  project  vicinity.  The  EIR  considers  the  proposed  Transit  Center  District  Plan  to  be  a 
reasonably  foreseeable  project,  and  thus  considers  cumulative  impacts  of  the  proposed 
222  Second  Street  project  along  with  the  proposed  Plan.  Concerning  shadow  on  the  planned  City 
Park  atop  the  planned  new  Transit  Center,  please  see  the  response  on  p.  C&R-56  with  regard  to 
the  shadow  impact  of  the  proposed  222  Second  Street  project  on  the  planned  City  Park. 

Concerning  the  evaluation  of  the  project  against  "current  zoning  and  plarming  requirements,"  the 
EIR  includes  a  thorough  comparison  of  project  consistency  with  zoning  and  General  Plan 
policies  that  could  result  in  physical  effects. ^  It  is  noted  that  the  project  site  is  not  proposed  for  a 
change  in  height  limit  as  part  of  the  proposed  Transit  Center  District  Plan. 

Concerning  the  "suggestion  to  push  private  vehicle  traffic  from  Folsom  Street  south  to  the 
residential  core  of  Harrison  Street,"  this  is  a  reference  to  the  Draft  Transit  Center  District  Plan's 
recognition  that  much  of  the  auto  traffic  in  the  Plan  area  represents  through  traffic  traveling  to 
and  from  the  Bay  Bridge  and  the  freeway  heading  south,  and  the  Draft  Plan's  consideration  of 
rerouting  bridge  and  freeway  traffic  onto  streets  "outside  the  core"  of  the  Plan  area.^  There  is  not 
currently  sufficient  infonnation  available  regarding  potential  physical  changes  that  could  alter 
traffic  circulation  such  that  analysis  can  be  undertaken;  effects  of  any  such  physical  changes 
would  be  evaluated  in  the  EIR  currently  in  preparation  for  the  proposed  Transit  Center  District 
Plan.  Moreover,  the  proposed  project  contribution  to  overall  traffic  volumes  in  the  vicinity  would 
be  relatively  minor  and,  as  stated  in  the  EIR  on  p.  83,  "it  can  be  stated  with  a  high  degree  of 
certainty  that  the  proposed  222  Second  Street  project  would  not  resuh  in  such  a  substantial 
contribution  to  traffic  congestion  that  it  would  make  a  considerable  contribution  to  potential 
cumulative  impacts  at  intersections  other  than  those  noted  above,  regardless  of  potential  future 
changes  in  the  street  network.  Therefore,  the  project  would  not  result  in  a  significant  impact  with 

Tlic  applicable  significance  criterion  under  CEQA  relates  to  conflicts  with  applicable  plans,  policies,  and 
regulations  that  are  "adopted  for  the  purpose  of  avoiding  or  mitigating  an  environmental  effect";  that  is,  plans, 
policies,  and  regulations  concerned  w  ith  the  physical  environment. 

San  Francisco  Planning  Department,  Tninsii  Center  District  Plan:  Draft  for  Public  Review,  November  2009;  p.  82. 
Available  on  the  internet  at:  http://www.sf-nlanninu.org/ftp/CDG/CDG  transit  center.htm. 
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respect  to  network  changes  that  might  be  proposed  as  part  of  the  proposed  Transit  Center  District 
Plan  or  other  such  planning  efforts." 

The  EIR  was  prepared  by  an  independent  consultant,  working  at  the  direction  of  the  Planning 
Department's  Major  Environmental  Analysis  division,  which  is  the  lead  agency  for  CEQA 
review,  consistent  with  state  CEQA  GuideUnes  Sections  15367,  15084(e),  and  15090(a)(3). 

Land  Use 

Comment  [LU1] 

"There  is  not  a  single  word  in  this  EIR  that  analyzes  the  impact  of  this  project  on  families.  And,  frankly,  I 
find  this  unacceptable."  (Armand  Der-Hacobian) 

"This  EIR  in  its  entirety  should  be  rejected  because  it  misrepresents  the  neighborhood  we  live  in  with  our 
families  as  commercial  and  industrial.  Why  isn't  the  residential  character  of  the  neighborhood  mentioned 
in  the  EIR?  Because  by  characterizing  the  neighborhood  as  industrial  the  EIR  conveniently  does  not  have 
to  analyze  the  impact  on  families.  The  premise  of  this  entire  draft  is  false  it  is  looking  at  our 
neighborhood  as  an  industrial/commercial  zone.  This  proposed  project  negatively  affects  the  lives  of 
thousands  of  families  living  within  feet  and  yards  of  the  proposed  site.  It  also  negatively  affects  the  lives 
of  literally  hundreds  of  thousands  more  who  live  around  the  neighborhood.  This  neighborhood  was 
industrial  a  century  ago,  not  today.  We  don't  have  lofts  in  our  neighborhood.  We  have  condos  as  per  the 
existing  S.F.  city  policy  to  bring  families  to  downtown.  This  is  not  the  financial  district,  there  are  no  lofts, 
and  this  is  a  NEIGHBORHOOD.  I'd  like  to  point  out  that  the  EIR  is  a  LEGAL  document  and 
misrepresentations  in  a  legal  document  is  a  serious  matter."  The  comment  cites  the  presence  of  eight 
residential  buildings  (one  of  which  is  newly  built  and  was  not  occupied  as  of  publication  of  the  DEIR) 
containing  850  units,  as  well  as  two  approved  buildings  that  would  provide  another  300  units. 
Commenters  also  note  the  presence  of  "three  kindergartens:  75  Hawthorne,  95  Hawthorne,  and  a  Bright 
Horizons  facility  at  Second  and  Folsom."  (Armand  Der-Hacobian,  Concerned  SOMA  Residents) 

"If  you  were  to  look  at  this  neighborhood  through  my  eyes,  through  our  eyes,  you  would  see  grandparents 
picking  up  their  kids  at  school,  you  would  see  mom  and  dads  walking  the  dog,  going  grocery  shopping, 
we  sip  wine  on  our  balcony,  we  barbecue,  we  enjoy  the  lights,  the  air,  the  quiet,  it  is  a  neighborhood." 
(Armand  Der-Hacobian) 

"If  you  were  to  take  a  walk  from  one  building  to  another,  you  would  see  there  are  kindergartens  within 
feet  of  the  222  Second  (I  counted  three:  95  Hawthorne,  a  Bright  Horizon  facility  at  Second  and  Folsom 
and  one  at  75  Hawthorne  which  will  be  completely  shadowed  if  the  project  is  allowed  to  go  on.)  We  walk 
our  dogs  in  the  neighborhood,  use  Zip  Car  which  maintains  its  cars  on  the  proposed  site.  Our  families 
have  moved  to  this  city  because  of  the  policy  of  the  city  of  SF  to  encourage  families  to  move  to 
downtown.  This  policy  translated  to  zoning  and  codes,  which  allowed  our  families  to  create 
neighborhoods.  There  is  a  vibrant  and  growing  community  of  families,  adults  and  seniors.  We  raise  our 
kids,  we  barbecue  on  our  balconies  /rooftops,  enjoy  the  light,  sun  and  quiet  unobstructed  by  office 
buildings.  All  of  the  building  are  of  the  same  height  and  mass.  The  fact  that  the  EIR  is  a  legal  document 
did  not  prevent  the  sponsors  of  this  project  to  misrepresent  the  residential  character  of  the  neighborhood." 
(Armand  Der-Hacobian,  Concerned  SOMA  Residents) 
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C.  Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses 


"We  are  residents  and  owners  of  a  condo  at  246  Second  Street.  We  are  retired  and  hope  to  make  this  our 
home  for  many  years.  We  love  living  downtown  and  watching  the  changes  in  our  neighborhood,  as  the 
city  continues  to  develop  SOMA  as  a  mixed  use  area.  Currently  about  1 ,000  families  live  in  the 

immediate  area  with  more  moving  in  every  week  as  new  condos  are  completed  and  sold.  But  the 

building  which  Tishman  is  proposing  to  build  at  222  2nd  Street  will  severely  reduce  the  quality  of  life  for 
all  of  us  in  the  neighborhood."  (Ann  Tubbs  and  Ehtesham  Majid) 

"1  want  to  echo  the  presentation  of  the  mischaracterization  of  our  neighborhood,  it  really  is  a  residential 
neighborhood.  Everyone  who  lives  in  our  complex  certainly  moved  there  knowing  it  was  an  urban 
environment,  so  we  are  not  naive,  we  know  that  nature  and  the  urban  planning  Gods  hate  surface  parking 
lot  in  downtown  San  Francisco,  but  we  expect  that  it  will  be  a  Code  compliant  project  and  will  benefit 
and  enhance  the  neighborhood."  (Penny  Eardley) 

"I  would  also  like  to  lend  my  support  of  the  comments  made  by  Mr.  Der-Hacobian.  I  live  there  with  my 
wife  and  daughter.  I  have  lived  in  San  Francisco  for  six  years  as  a  homeowner,  and  1  moved  here  looking 
forward  to  starting  a  growing  family,  which  I  have  done.  I  have  looked  forward  to  some  of  the  new 
developments  around  the  neighborhood,  which  were  residential,  including  the  1  Hawthorne  Place.  I  am 
looking  forward  to  meeting  my  new  neighbors.  I  am  not  looking  forward  to  a  very  large  and  out  of  Code 
building  getting  in  the  way  of  my  meeting  them.  It  seems  like  nobody  asked  me  what  I  felt  about  it.  But  I 
would  like  you  to  know  that  I  think  that  it  is  not  going  to  be  good  for  our  neighborhood,  and  it  is  not 
going  to  be  good  for  my  children  to  have  a  large,  noisy,  and  dusty  environment  there  for  several  years. 
And  I  do  not  think  it  is  going  to  be  good  for  the  property  values  of  the  neighborhood  in  the  long  term. 
And  1  hope  all  of  you  think  about  that  when  you  are  deciding  these  decisions."  (Joseph  Barakeh) 

"I  would  like  to  invite  all  of  the  Planning  Commission  members  to  enjoy  a  glass  of  Chianti  outside  of 
Umbria  Restaurant  at  the  comer  of  Second  and  Howard.  When  you  are  sitting  there  in  that  restaurant, 
what  you  see  across  the  street  is  a  four-story  historic  building,  the  Howard-Hawthorne  Building,  if  you 
look  up  Second  Street,  you  will  see  a  historic  and  socially  very  important  Marine  Fire  Fighters  Union 
Building,  across  the  street  from  that  you  will  see  a  vei7  lovely  six-story  building,  formerly  the  CNET 
Building,  currently  the  CBS  Interactive  Building,  which  is  a  model  neighbor  to  our  neighborhood,  not 
only  a  building  built  recently,  but  built  to  scale,  and  with  very  convenient  open  spaces  for  the  neighbors 
to  enjoy.  So  what  you  will  also  see  people,  as  Armand  Der-Hacobian  also  mentioned,  children  and 
families  walking  to  have  a  bite  to  eat  at  Umbria,  walking  to  the  drugstore  at  the  comer  of  Mission  and 
New  Hawthome,  walking  to  the  hardware  store  at  Mission  and  Fourth,  or  walking  to  the  Whole  Food 
Store  at  the  comer  of  Mission  and  Harrison.  All  these  —  at  Fourth  and  Harrison  ~  all  these  elements, 
hardware  store,  dmgstore,  grocery  store,  to  me,  that  means  it  is  a  neighborhood.  And  1  think  the  EIR,  as  it 
is  currently  constmctcd,  does  not  take  that  neighborhood  context  into  play.  In  fact,  on  one  of  the  pages,  it 
describes  this  neighborhood  as  an  extension  of  the  Financial  District,  and  I  invite  all  of  you  to  go  there 
because,  if  you  sit  at  that  comer,  it  will  not  be  like  sitting  at  the  comer  of  Bush  and  Sansome,  you  will  not 
be  in  a  ~  you  will  be  in  a  beautiful  sunlit  area  because  the  whole  Soma  area  is  beautifully  sunlit  and  does 
not  suffer  from  wind  shear  or  wind  tunneling,  as  you  would  in  the  financial  district  corridor.  So  I  think 
this  EIR  needs  to  be  rewritten  and  amended  to  include  the  conccms  of  the  neighborhood  and  what  it 
would  do  to  the  context  of  the  neighborhood  as  it  currently  exists,  and  as  the  City  has  planned  it  to  exist 
in  the  future."  (Tom  Yamamoto) 
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"This  is  a  neighborhood  that  is  in  transition,  has  been  for  some  time,  and  will  be  for  some  time  in  the 
fiiture.  . . .  This  is  and  will  become  even  more  so  a  24-hour  mixed  use  area.  There  will  be  both  residential 
and  commercial  business  offices  near  transit,  which  is  the  goal  that  the  City,  along  with  most  of  the  cities 
in  the  country,  in  the  world,  are  getting  towards  as  we  continue.  At  one  time,  to  go  back  far  enough,  South 
of  Market  was  heavily  residential,  then  it  became  heavily  light  industry,  then  it  became  heavily  office.  So 
it  has  gone  through  a  lot  of  changes,  it  will  go  through  more,  but  certainly  the  mixed  use  will  stay  for 
some  time  and  I  think  that  should  be  acknowledged  in  the  EIR  as  what  the  district  actually  is."  (Planning 
Commissioner  Ron  Miguel) 

The  EIR  does  not  fiilly  address  "the  moving  target  of  transitioning  a  Second  Street  corridor  in  that  part  of 
downtown  into  basically  the  new  24-hour  neighborhood,  and  the  EIR  fails  to  really  fully  acknowledge 
that.  This  is  a  very  fast  moving  target  and  it  is  something  which  indeed  looks  into  the  future  without 
having  all  the  real  things  yet,  except  for  policy.  One  policy  surrounds  Rincon  Hill  and  all  the  effort  we 
have  put  into  that  particular  neighborhood,  that  is  indeed  partially  already  there,  its  intent  is  much  in  our 
discussions  each  time  we  talk  about  it."  (Planning  Commissioner  Kathrin  Moore) 

The  project  vicinity  contains  "a  myriad  of  zoning  types.  ...  As  we  are  going  through  these  zoning  changes 
in  these  neighborhood  plans,  ...  I  think  it  was  Eastern  Neighborhoods  that  this  project  is  near,  I  know 
Rincon  Hill,  there  is  the  downtown  plan  . . .  and  so  this  is  definitely  an  area  in  transition  and  I  do  agree 
that  there  are  a  lot  of  families  and  others  that  are  being  encouraged  to  -  residential  is  starting  to  become 
encouraged,  and  so  then  how  does  our  analysis  take  into  consideration  those  types  of  shifts  in  the 
demographics  of  the  people  that  -  and  the  uses  and  the  types  of  land  uses  in  that  area?"  (Planning 
Commissioner  Christina  Olague) 

"How  do  we  really  capture  the  impacts  that  this  will  have  ultimately  on  some  of  the  residential 
properties?"  (Planning  Commissioner  Christina  Olague) 

Response 

An  EIR  is  intended  to  provide  information  on  project  impacts,  designed  to  aid  in  informed 
decision-making.  As  stated  in  Section  15121(a)  of  the  state  CEQA  Guidelines,  "An  EIR  is  an 
informational  document  which  will  inform  public  agency  decision  makers  and  the  public 
generally  of  the  significant  environmental  effect  of  a  project,  identify  possible  ways  to  minimize 
the  significant  effects,  and  describe  reasonable  alternatives  to  the  project.  The  public  agency  shall 
consider  the  information  in  the  EIR  along  with  other  information  which  may  be  presented  to  the 
agency."  An  EIR  is  not  intended  to  evaluate  policy  options,  such  as  what  land  use(s)  are 
appropriate  for  future  development  of  a  site  or  a  neighborhood;  a  range  of  feasible  alternatives  to 
the  proposed  project  included  in  an  EIR  analysis  is  intended  to  reduce,  avoid,  or  eliminate 
significant  physical  environmental  impacts  of  a  proposed  project. 

The  Draft  EIR  analyzes  potential  physical  effects  of  the  proposed  project  on  the  physical 
environment.  "  'Environment'  means  the  physical  conditions  that  exist  within  the  area  which  will 
be  affected  by  a  proposed  project,  including  land,  air,  water,  minerals,  flora,  fauna,  noise,  or 
objects  of  historic  or  aesthetic  significance"  {California  Public  Resources  Code,  Division  13 
[Cahfomia  Environmental  Quality  Act],  Section  21060.5).  Various  aspects  of  the  environment. 
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such  as  traffic  and  pedestrian  safety,  air  quality,  noise,  wind,  and  shadow,  among  others  are 
analyzed  in  the  EIR.  Throughout  the  analysis,  reference  is  made  to  residents  of  the  project 
vicinity  and  residential  buildings  in  the  area. 

Concerning  the  EIR's  characterization  of  the  project  vicinity,  the  first  sentence  under  "Project 
Vicinity"  on  p.  30  states,  "In  the  immediate  site  vicinity  there  is  a  mix  of  uses  including 
residential,  office,  and  hotel  buildings,  many  with  ground-floor  retail."  The  EIR  then  continues  by 
noting  that  office  use  "is  clearly  predominant";  that  this  characterization  is  correct  is  evident  from 
the  map  of  existing  land  uses,  EIR  Figure  7,  p.  32,  where  it  is  clear  that  office  use  occupies  the 
largest  share  of  land  in  the  vicinity.^  Nevertheless,  the  EIR  acknowledges  residential  uses  on 
p.  33: 

Residential  (including  live-work)  uses  in  the  project  vicinity  are  all  relatively 
newly  developed.  These  include  the  nearest  residential  units,  in  a  16-story 
building  at  199  New  Montgomery  Street  (approximately  170  units;  built  in  2004, 
according  to  Assessor's  data)  and  a  17-story  building  at  246  Second  Street 
(90  units;  2000),  in  a  recently  completed  (2009)  21 -story  building  at  631  Folsom 
Street  (known  as  "Blu"),  and  in  live-work  projects  at  580  Howard  Street  (14  units; 
2000)  and  85  Natoma  Street  (9  units;  2001),  all  of  which  are  within  half  a  block  of 
the  project  site.  A  24-story  residential  building  is  under  construction  at 
One  Hawthorne  Street,  on  the  project  block.  Other  residential  uses  within  about 
one  block  of  the  project  site  include  approximately  20  units  in  two  buildings  on 
Clementina  Street  between  First  and  Second  Streets,  a  former  office  building 
converted  to  residential  use  at  74  New  Montgomery  Street,  and  several  larger 
projects  within  the  Verba  Buena  Center  Redevelopment  Area  (the  residential 
portion  of  the  St.  Regis  tower  and  the  40-story  Paramount,  both  at  Third  and 
Mission  Streets,  and  two  mid-rise  buildings  at  Third  and  Folsom  Streets,  St. 
Francis  Place  and  Museum  Pare). 

Figure  C&R-6,  a  modified  version  of  EIR  Figure  7,  highlights  residential  uses  in  the  project 
vicinity.  Extant  or  approved  residential  buildings  are  depicted  in  color. 

Given  the  above,  the  EIR's  characterization  of  the  project  vicinity  is  considered  accurate. 

As  to  whether  the  project  site  is  part  of  the  "financial  district,"  while  this  statement  may  be  open 
to  interpretation  because  there  are  no  official  boundaries  to  the  district,  there  is  no  doubt  that  the 
project  site  is  within  the  C-3-0  (SD)  (Downtown  Commercial-Office  (Special  Development)  use 
district.  The  C-3-0  district  is  described  as  follows  in  Planning  Code  Section  210.3: 


The  I'ornicr  Pacific  Telephone  building  at  140  New  Montgomery  Street  is  shown  as  office  use;  in  reality,  it  is 
currently  vacant  and  has  been  approved  for  conversion  to  residential  use,  as  stated  on  EIR  p.  31,  although  that 
project  has  not  yet  proceeded.  A  revised  version  of  EIR  Figure  7  is  presented  in  Section  D,  Staff-Initiated  Text 
Changes. 
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This  district,  playing  a  leading  national  role  in  finance,  corporate  headquarters  and 
service  industries,  and  serving  as  an  employment  center  for  the  region,  consists 
primarily  of  high-quality  office  development.  The  intensity  of  building 
development  is  the  greatest  in  the  City,  resulting  in  a  notable  skyline  symbolizing 
the  area's  strength  and  vitality.  The  district  is  served  by  City  and  regional  transit 
reaching  its  central  portions  and  by  automobile  parking  at  peripheral  locations. 
Intensity  and  compactness  permit  face-to-face  business  contacts  to  be  made 
conveniently  by  travel  on  foot.  Office  development  is  supported  by  some  related 
retail  and  service  uses  within  the  area,  with  inappropriate  uses  excluded  in  order  to 
conserve  the  supply  of  land  in  the  core  and  its  expansion  areas  for  further 
development  of  major  office  buildings. 

Moreover,  as  stated  on  EIR  p.  70,  the  Special  Development  (SD)  subdistrict  {Planning  Code 
Section  248)  pemiits  development  at  densities  above  the  base  floor  area  ratio  in  exchange  fore 
reducing,  through  purchase  (transfer)  of  development  rights  from  other  downtown  sites  occupied 
by  historical  buildings.  As  stated  in  Section  248,  the  SD  subdistrict  is  intended  to  "provide  for  an 
orderly  expansion  of  the  financial  district  in  a  way  that  will  maintain  a  compact  downtown  core, 
and  to  create  an  area  in  which  to  direct  unused  development  potential  of  lots  containing  [historic] 
Buildings"  (emphasis  added). 

Residential  uses  are  permitted  in  C-3-0  districts  {Planning  Code  Sec.  215). 

It  is  noted  that  in  the  same  approximately  1 , 500-foot  radius  cited  by  the  commenter,  there  are  at 
least  12  high-rise  office  buildings — on  Market  (south  side).  Mission,  Howard,  Fremont,  Second, 
and  Hawthorne  Streets — containing  6.4  million  square  feet  of  office  space,  as  well  as  dozens  of 
smaller  office  buildings.  These  high-rise  buildings  alone  represent  more  than  10  percent  of  the 
entire  financial  district  office  inventory. 

The  project  site  is  also  within  the  area  identified  as  having  "Downtown  Office"  as  its 
predominant  use  in  the  Downtown  Plan  Land  Use  and  Density  Plan  (Map  I). 

Please  see  also  the  responses  to  Comments  PPl  and  PP2  in  the  previous  section,  Plans  and 
Policies,  beginning  on  p.  C&R-7  of  this  Comments  and  Responses  document,  which  discusses 
other  zoning  districts  in  the  project  vicinity,  as  well  as  the  Downtown  Plan. 

The  child  care  center  at  75  Hawthorne  Street  is  noted  in  the  EIR  analysis  of  noise  impacts  (p.  93), 
air  quality  (p.  105),  and  hazardous  materials  (p.  164);  no  significant  impacts  were  identified.  A 
site  visit  determined  that  the  facility  indicated  as  being  at  95  Hawthorne  Street  is  the  same  as  that 
at  75  Hawthorne;  both  buildings  are  part  of  a  complex  called  Hawthorne  Plaza,  and  there  is  a 
single  child-care  center  in  the  complek.  The  child-care  center  at  303  Second  Street,  at  Folsom 
Street,  is  in  the  southern  tower  of  that  two-building  complex  and  is  more  distant  than  the 
Hawthorne  Street  center;  it,  likewise,  would  not  be  significantly  or  adversely  affected  by  the 
proposed  project. 
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Concerning  shadow  on  the  child  care  center  at  75  Hawthorne  Street,  the  commenter  is  inaccurate 
in  stating  that  the  child  care  center  at  75  Hawthorne  Street  "will  be  completely  shadowed"  by  the 
proposed  project.  Because  the  building  at  75  Hawthorne  Street  is  due  south  of  the  project  site,  the 
proposed  project  would  not  cast  any  shadow  on  the  building  at  75  Hawthorne  Street.  Because  the 
outdoor  play  area  behind  (east  of)  the  75  Hawthorne  building  is  south-southeast  of  the  project 
site,  the  sun  would  never  be  far  enough  north  to  cause  project  shadow  on  this  private  open  space; 
at  any  rate,  the  open  space  is  fully  shaded  by  the  75  Hawthorne  building  in  the  late  afternoon,  at 
the  time  when  any  shadow  from  the  proposed  project  could  otherwise  reach  the  far  eastern  edge 
of  this  play  area. 

Comment  [LU2] 

"The  impact  of  the  building  on  the  children  in  the  area  is  not  specifically  addressed.  Not  only  do  children 
live  in  the  nearby  condos  but  children  also  attend  several  day  care  centers  in  the  vicinity  of  222  2nd 
Street.  How  will  the  health,  safety,  and  well  being  of  these  children  be  affected  during  the  construction  of 
the  building?  How  will  their  well  being  be  affected  by  the  increased  bulk  and  height  of  the  proposed 
building?  These  are  very  pertinent  environmental  concerns  that  have  not  been  addressed. 

"Senior  citizens  are  a  significant  portion  of  the  residents  in  the  area.  These  citizens  have  specific  health 
concerns  that  will  be  impacted  during  the  construction  phase  of  the  project.  How  will  the  health  and 
safety  of  senior  citizens  be  affected  by  the  construction  of  the  building?  How  will  their  well  being  and  life 
style  and  life  expectancy  be  affected  by  the  construction  of  the  proposed  non-code  compliant  structure?." 
(Tom  Yamamoto) 

Response 

Construction  impacts  would  occur  for  a  limited  duration,  and  all  construction  would  be 
undertaken  in  compliance  with  established  City  ordinances  related  to  permitted  construction 
hours  and  days  of  the  week,  as  well  as  those  related  to  noise  and  air  quality.  Other  state  and  local 
laws  require,  for  example,  that  appropriate  safety-related  procedures  be  followed  during 
construction  to  protect  workers  and  the  public  and  minimize  disruption  of  pedestrian  traffic.  The 
EIR  addresses  construction  impacts  under  applicable  environmental  topics,  including 
transportation  (pp.  88  -  89),  noise  (pp.  92  -  97),  and  air  quality  (pp.  1 18  -  120). 

With  regard  to  air  quality  impacts,  construction  involving  heavy  equipment  would  occur  for  a 
relatively  limited  period  of  time — ^primarily  during  excavation  of  the  project  basement  and 
construction  of  the  foundation,  approximately  six  months.  This  period  would  be  too  short  to  result 
in  any  chronic  health  effects  or  health  risks  related  to  long-term  exposure  to  emissions  from  such 
equipment;  to  the  extent  that  such  effects  and  risks  occur,  they  are  typically  the  resuh  of  years  of 
exposure,  and  the  common  practice  for  evaluating  chronic  risk  is  to  evaluate  exposure  over  a  70- 
year  period  for  residents  and  a  40-year  period  for  employees.  Moreover,  such  equipment  does  not 
generate  sufficiently  high  emissions  to  result  in  short-term,  acute  health  impacts.^  Dust  impacts 

^    Construction-related  emissions  of  fine  particulate  matter  (PM2.5  and  PMio)  from  equipment  exhaust  were  estimated 
to  be  less  than  one  pound  per  day,  well  below  the  Bay  Area  Air  Quality  Management  District's  newly  adopted 
thresholds  of  54  and  82  pounds  per  day,  respectively. 
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would  be  limited  to  the  excavation  period,  which  would  last  no  more  than  two  to  three  months. 
As  stated  on  EIR  p.  1 19  -  120,  dust  effects  would  be  hmited  by  the  City's  Construction  Dust 
Control  Ordinance.  The  EIR  identifies  no  significant  impacts  with  respect  to  construction-related 
transportation  or  air  quality.  Construction  noise  impacts  can  be  mitigated  to  a  less-than-significant 
level  (see  EIR  pp.  96  -  97). 

In  terms  of  effects  of  the  height  and  bulk  of  the  building  once  complete,  the  EIR  analyzes  effects 
related  to  the  building's  physical  dimensions,  including  wind  (pp.  128  -  133)  and  shadow 
(pp.  134  -  144).  The  EIR  identifies  no  significant  impacts  with  respect  to  wind  or  shadow. 

Aesthetics 

Views  of  the  Project 
Comment  [AE1] 

"In  general,  the  renderings  in  this  EIR  are  totally  lacking  in  perspectives  of  the  "fit"  against  the  adjacent 
building  with  its  lovely  art  deco  fafade  and  low  scale.  An  EIR  is  required  to  provide  information  on  the 
AESTHETIC  IMPACTS  of  the  project.  If  the  project  are  as  it  seems  in  the  limited  renderings  available, 
the  aesthetics  of  the  project,  particularly  in  the  350'  scheme,  are  poor.  It  seems  to  be  to  be  drawn  as  a 
building  that  is  intentionally  ugly.  It  does  not  do  justice  to  Second  Street."  (Sue  C.  Hestor) 

"[A]ll  of  the  renderings  in  the  draft  greatly  distort  the  massive  scale  and  size  of  the  project  in  comparison 
to  adjacent  and  neighboring  buildings.  The  preparers  of  the  EIR  have  a  responsibility  to  accurately 
portray  the  proposed  projects'  relationship  to  existing  conditions.  The  standard  of  adequacy  in  evaluating 
the  EIR  requires  a  good  faith  effort  at  full  disclosure.  This  draft  does  not  meet  that  standard.  New 
renderings  should  be  required  for  the  EIR  which  more  accurately  depict  the  true  comparison  of  the  scale 
of  the  proposed  project  to  the  immediate  neighborhood."  (Ward  Buelow  and  Penny  Eardley) 

The  EIR  "include[s]  photographs  to  make  the  proposed  project  look  smaller  [than  it  would  be].  If  you  rely 
on  the  photos  in  the  EIR  you  would  not  realize  the  impact  the  building  has  on  the  immediate 
neighborhood."  (Armand  Der-Hacobian,  Concerned  SOMA  Residents) 

Response 

Please  see  Figure  C&R-7,  which  presents  a  rendering  of  the  proposed  project's  Howard  Street 
facade  in  the  context  of  the  adjacent  historical  William  Volker  Building  at  63 1  Howard  Street. 
EIR  Figures  9  and  10,  pp.  39  and  40,  show  the  proposed  project  in  the  context  of  existing 
buildings  on  Second  Street.  Concerning  the  aesthetic  impacts  of  the  proposed  project,  the  EIR 
evaluates  these  effects  based  upon  the  significance  criteria  on  p.  45  of  Section  IV. B,  Aesthetics — 
whether  the  project  would  have  a  substantial  adverse  effect  on  a  scenic  vista;  substantially 
damage  scenic  resources;  substantially  degrade  the  existing  visual  character  or  quality  of  the  site 
and  its  surroundings;  or  create  a  new  source  of  light  or  glare  which  would  adversely  affect  day  or 
nighttime  views  in  the  area  or  which  would  substantially  impact  other  people  or  properties. 
Effects  related  to  compatibility  with  historical  resources  are  discussed  in  Section  IV. D,  Cultural 
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Resources.  As  stated  on  EIR  p.  67,  Planning  Department  preservation  staff  reviewed  the  project 
for  its  indirect  effects  on  the  adjacent  63 1  Howard  Street  building  and  determined  that  the  effect 
would  be  less  than  significant,  in  that  the  project  "would  not  "demolish[]  or  materially  alter[],  in 
an  adverse  manner,  those  physical  characteristics  [of  the  631  Howard  Street  building  that]  convey 
its  historical  significance  and  that  justify  its  inclusion  in,  or  eligibility  for,  inclusion  in  the 
California  Register  of  Historical  Resources;  or  . . .  account  for  its  inclusion  in  a  local  register  of 
historical  resources"  (i.e..  Article  1 1  of  the  Planning  Code).'" 

Concerning  the  comments  asserting  that  the  visual  simulations  do  not  accurately  characterize  the 
size  of  the  proposed  project,  the  visual  simulations  in  EIR  Figures  9-14  accurately  portray  the 
project  as  proposed.  It  is  noted  that  visual  quality  is  inherently  subjective;  however,  commenters 
have  not  provided  evidence  that  the  proposed  project  would  result  in  a  substantial  adverse  impact. 
As  such,  the  ElR's  concludes  that  aesthetic  impacts  would  be  less  than  significant. 

Comment  [AE2] 

"The  project  as  proposed  is  not  in  architectural  harmony  with  the  surrounding  neighborhood.  The 
insignificant  notch  at  the  5th  level  does  not  produce  a  cornice  effect  as  described.  The  draft  recognized 
this  inadequacy  by  presenting  Alternative  D.  Note  in  the  photos  of  One  Hawthorne  attached  to  this  letter 
that  a  glass  tower  can  be  built  over  a  podium  that  is  aesthetically  compatible  with  the  neighborhood." 
(Ward  Buelow  and  Penny  Eardley) 

Response 

The  comment  concerning  the  project  architecture  and  the  5th  floor  "reveal"  is  noted.  The  EIR 
judges  the  project's  effects  on  aesthetics  to  be  less  than  significant,  in  regard  to  visual  character 
of  the  site  and  its  surroundings,  given  the  context  of  the  site  as  part  of  "a  developed  high-density 
downtown  urban  setting"  (EIR  p.  47).  It  is  noted  that  consideration  of  how  a  project  harmonizes 
aesthetically  with  existing  buildings  is  somewhat  subjective.  Although  the  project  site  is  adjacent 
to  a  conservation  (historic)  district  identified  in  the  Planning  Code  and  to  a  National  Register 
historic  district,  there  is  a  variety  of  architectural  styles  in  the  immediate  vicinity,  as  described  on 
p.  61  of  the  EIR,  including  recently  constructed  residential  and  commercial  buildings.  Art  Deco 
(e.g.,  the  adjacent  631  Howard  Street  building),  tum-of-the-[20th]-century  commercial,  and 
others. 

Comment  [AE3] 

"For  easier  cross  reference  between  text  and  the  skyline  images  [Figures  13  and  14],  the  tower  currently 
called  'TJPA'  would  be  better  identified  as  'Transbay  Howard.'"  (Robert  Beck,  TJPA) 

Response  ^ 

Footnote  1 7  on  DEIR  p.  48  explains  that  the  building  identified  by  the  TJPA  label  in  Figures  1 3 
and  14  is  a  site  controlled  by  the  Transbay  Joint  Powers  Authority.  For  clarity,  this  footnote  is 
revised  as  follows  (new  text  is  double-underlined): 
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' '    The  visual  simulations  in  Figures  13  and  14  include  a  separate  image  that  depicts  cumulative 
development  approved  in  the  Transbay  Redevelopment  Area  and  the  Rincon  Hill  Plan  area,  as 
well  as  the  planned  Transit  Tower,  another  site  controlled  by  the  Transbay  Joint  Powers 
Authority  (TJPA)  on  Howard  Street  between  First  and  Second  Streets,  and  other  high-rise 
buildings  in  the  proposed  Transit  Center  District  Plan  area. 

Light  and  Glare 

Comment  [AE4] 

"Page  47  of  the  draft  indicates  that  the  'project  would  not  produce  hght  or  glare  adversely  affecting  other 
properties.'  The  adjacent  residences  would  actually  have  their  night  time  views  seriously  degraded  by  the 
project  as  proposed.  The  residences  would  be  very  close  to  the  project  and  the  light  close  up  would 
degrade  the  view  of  the  night  time  skyline  by  creating  glare.  Similar  to  when  you  cannot  see  past 
oncoming  cars  headlights  due  to  the  glare.  The  draft  does  not  recognize  or  address  the  negative  aesthetic 
impacts.  The  impacts  should  be  mitigated  by  requiring  the  project  be  designed  to  include  LEED 
Sustainable  Site  Credit  8  -  Light  Pollution  Reduction.  The  intent  of  this  Credit  is  to:  'Minimize  light 
trespass  from  the  building  and  site,  reduce  sky-glow  to  increase  night  sky  access,  improve  nighttime 
visibility  through  glare  reduction,  and  reduce  development  impact  on  nocturnal  environments.'  Exterior 
lighting  should  be  designed  for  LZ3  as  appropriate  for  high-density  residential."  (Armand  Der-Hacobian; 
Ward  Buelow  and  Penny  Eardley;  Concerned  SOMA  Residents) 

Response 

As  noted  in  the  EIR  Project  Description  (Chapter  II),  the  project  is  proposed  to  be  constructed  to 
the  standards  required  to  achieve  LEED  (Leadership  in  Energy  and  Environmental  Design)  Gold 
certification.  According  to  the  project  sponsor,  it  is  anticipated  that  one  of  the  credits  that  the 
project  would  achieve  towards  such  certification  would  be  Sustainable  Site  Credit  8  -  Light 
Pollution  Reduction.  By  achieving  this  sustainable  site  credit  for  light  pollution  reduction,  the 
proposed  project  would  not  have  substantial  night  lighting  such  that  spill  light  would  be 
excessive,  because  unnecessary  interior  lighting  would  be  turned  off  and  exterior  lighting  would 
be  limited  to  that  needed  for  safety.  Moreover,  the  great  majority  of  office  work  hours  are  during 
the  daylight  period,  meaning  the  necessity  of  interior  night  lighting  would  be  limited.  Because 
these  features  are  part  of  the  proposed  project,  no  significant  impact  was  identified  and  no 
mitigation  is  required.  As  noted  on  EIR  p.  47,  the  project  would  comply  with  Planning 
Commission  Resolution  9212,  which  prohibits  the  use  of  mirrored  or  reflective  glass,  which 
would  avoid  substantial  glare,  and  the  project  would  produce  light  that  would  be  typical  of  that 
expected  in  a  developed  urban  area. 

Comment  [AE5] 

The  EIR  does  not  adequately  address  "the  loss  of  light  and  views  to  hundreds  of  residents  of  pre-existing 
condos  in  the  area  -  namely  246  2nd  Street,  199  Montgomery,  One  Hawthorne  Place,  69  Clementina,  SF 
Blue."  (Tom  Yamamoto;  similar  comments  from  Tom  Monahan) 
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Response 

In  general,  private  views  from  private  viewpoints,  particularly  in  a  developed  urban  area,  are  not 
generally  considered  a  part  of  the  physical  environment  to  be  evaluated  under  CEQA.  The 
alteration  or  interruption  of  private  residential  views  for  some  nearby  residents  and  occupants  of 
commercial  buildings  would  be  an  unavoidable  consequence  of  the  proposed  project  and  may  be 
an  undesirable  change  for  some  individuals.  As  stated  on  EIR  p.  45  and  recapitulated  above  in 
response  to  Comment  AE-1 ,  a  project  would  have  a  significant  impact  with  respect  to  views  if  it 
would  result  in  a  substantial  adverse  effect  on  a  scenic  vista.  A  project  would  be  considered  to 
have  a  significant  effect  on  a  scenic  vista  if  it  were  to  substantially  degrade  or  obstruct  public 
scenic  vistas  observed  from  public  areas.  Therefore,  the  changes  to  private  views  resulting  from 
the  proposed  project  would  not  be  considered  a  potentially  significant  impact  as  defined  by 
CEQA.  The  same  can  generally  be  said  as  to  the  loss  of  sunlight.  It  is  acknowledged  that,  by 
casting  shadow  at  certain  times  on  nearby  residential  buildings,  the  proposed  project  would 
eliminate  some  direct  sunlight  to  some  residential  units  for  varying  periods  of  the  day  and  year. 
However,  given  the  amount  of  ambient  light  that  exists  and  that  would  remain,  and  the  limited 
portion  of  the  sky  that  would  be  obscured  by  the  proposed  project  when  viewed  from  any 
particular  residential  unit,  the  project  would  not  result  in  such  a  substantial  diminution  of  overall 
natural  lighting  that  the  change  would  be  noticeable,  let  alone  result  in  adverse  physical  effects  on 
the  environment.  Please  see  also  the  responses  to  comments  concerning  shadow,  beginning  on 
p.  C&R-55. 

Views  from  the  Project:  Potential  Loss  of  Privacy 

Comment  [AE6] 

"Not  addressed  in  the  draft  is  the  reduced  privacy  that  adjacent  residents  of  the  proposed  project  would 
suffer.  The  proposed  project  would  have  direct  and  close  views  into  the  north  side  of  246  2nd  St.,  the 
west  side  of  the  approved  residential  project  at  201  2nd  St.,  and  the  east  side  residences  of  One 
Hawthorne.  The  proposed  project  would  also  have  oblique  yet  very  close  views  into  the  south  side 
residences  of  199  New  Montgomery.  This  loss  of  privacy  would  significantly  degrade  the  quality  of  life 
of  residents  if  the  project  is  constructed  as  proposed.  The  EIR  should  propose  alternatives  in  design  that 
would  help  protect  the  privacy  of  neighbors  in  their  residences."  (Armand  Der-Hacobian;  Ward  Buelow 
and  Penny  Eardley;  Concerned  SOMA  Residents) 

"Housing  has  been  built  BY  THIS  DEVELOPER  at  Hawthorne  and  Howard.  This  housing  has  windows 
facing  east  (sunrise)  that  would  face  this  350'  building."  (Sue  C.  Hestor) 

Response 

It  is  acknowledged  that  residents  of  i^earby  buildings  may  object  to  the  potential  for  occupants 
(whether  residents  or  workers)  of  nearby  buildings  to  see  into  their  residences.  However,  as  with 
private  views  from  private  viewpoints,  views  of  private  locations  are  not  generally  considered 
part  of  the  physical  environment  to  be  considered  under  CEQA.  As  stated  in  the  EIR  on  p.  45  of 
Section  IV. B,  Aesthetics  and  noted  above  in  the  response  to  Comment  AE-1,  the  EIR  evaluates 
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aesthetic  effects  based  upon  the  following  significance  criteria:  whether  the  project  would  have  a 
substantial  adverse  effect  on  a  scenic  vista;  substantially  damage  scenic  resources;  substantially 
degrade  the  existing  visual  character  or  quality  of  the  site  and  its  surroundings;  or  create  a  new 
source  of  light  or  glare  which  would  adversely  affect  day  or  nighttime  views  in  the  area  or  which 
would  substantially  impact  other  people  or  properties.  The  EIR  identifies  no  significant  impacts 
with  respect  to  aesthetics,  including  views,  scenic  vistas,  scenic  resources,  or  lighting  and  glare. 
Moreover,  the  change  resulting  from  the  project  in  regard  to  privacy  of  nearby  residents  could  be 
offset  by  the  use  of  curtains,  decals,  frosted  glass,  or  other  view-obstructing,  or  view-diminishing 
material.  It  is  also  noted  that,  to  the  extent  that  many  nearby  residents  are  day  workers,  occupants 
of  the  proposed  project  are  less  likely  to  be  able  to  see  into  nearby  residential  units  when  those 
residents  are  at  home.  The  proposed  project  would  be  within  about  100,  130,  and  185  feet  from 
the  three  nearest  residential  buildings — 199  New  Montgomery  Street,  One  Hawthorne  Street 
(nearing  completion),  and  246  Second  Street,  respectively.  It  is  noted  that  this  condition  would 
not  be  an  entirely  new  one,  in  that  there  are  existing  mid-  and  high-rise  buildings  in  the  vicinity  of 
the  nearest  residential  buildings,  although  generally  farther  away  than  would  be  the  proposed 
project,  including  the  Courtyard  by  Marriott  and  235  Second  Street  (CBS  Interactive)  building  on 
Second  Street,  office  buildings  at  55  and  75  Hawthorne  Street,  the  office  complex  at  303  Second 
Street,  the  former  Pacific  Telephone  building  at  140  New  Montgomery  Street,  and  the  residential 
buildings  themselves.  It  is  typical  in  a  dense  urban  area  that  occupants  of  tall  buildings  are  able  to 
see  into  the  interior  spaces  of  neighboring  tall  buildings. 

Concerning  the  One  Hawthorne  Street  project  that  is  nearing  completion,  contrary  to  the 
commenter's  assertion,  that  project  was  not  developed  by  the  sponsor  of  the  proposed  222  Second 
Street  project. 

Cultural  Resources 

Comment  [CU1] 

"Since  the  project  is  adjacent  to  nearby  . . .  historic  resources,  there  has  not  been  an  analysis  conducted  of 
the  potential  construction  impacts  and  attendant  mitigations.  That  is  not  a  huge  thing,  but  1  think  it  is 
missing  from  the  document. 

"Historic  resources  [include]: 

"A.  A  historic  resource  (Cat  II)  is  located  immediately  SW  of  the  proposed  project  (Figure  16). 
"B.  A  Proposed  Landmark  is  located  SE  of  the  proposed  project  (Figure  16). 

"C.  Three  properties  identified  as  Cat  I  on  the  "Proposed  Article  1 1  Designations  and  Historic  Districts 
under  draft  Transit  Center  District  Plan"  are  located  NW  across  Howard  Street  project  (Figure  16). 

"With  these  identified  historic  resources  in  close  proximity  to  the  proposed  project,  there  should  be 
mitigations  addressing  potential  impacts  caused  by  construction  activities.  These  include,  but  are  not 
limited  to:  storage  of  construction  materials,  actions  of  machinery  and  other  equipment  and  vibrations. 
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Mitigations  for  vibrations:  before  construction  architectural  and  structural,  existing  conditions  analysis  to 
establish  base  lines  and  regular  onsite  inspections  of  historic  resources  during  construction."  (Planning 
Commissioner  Hisashi  Sugaya) 

Response 

As  stated  in  the  DEIR  (p.  56),  the  historic  building  at  631  Howard  Street  (William  Volker 
Building),  which  is  adjacent  to  the  project  site,  is  constructed  of  reinforced  concrete,  and  faced  in 
brick  on  its  Howard  Street  facade.  Because  the  building  is  built  of  reinforced  concrete,  which  is 
substantially  more  resistant  to  ground  movement  and  vibration  than  is  unreinforced  masonry,  it 
would  not  be  expected  to  be  adversely  affected  by  construction  of  the  proposed  project,  nor 
would  the  brick  fafade  on  Howard  Street — which  is  the  building's  principal  character-defining 
feature — ^be  anticipated  to  suffer  material  damage,  because  the  brick  is  attached  to  the  reinforced 
concrete.  The  Pacific  Coast  Marine  Firemen,  Oilers,  Watertenders  and  Wipers  Association 
("Marine  Firemen's  Union")  Headquarters  building  at  240  Second  Street,  across  Tehama  Street 
from  the  project  site,  is  likewise  buih  of  reinforced  concrete,  not  unreinforced  masonry,  and  it 
likewise  would  not  be  anticipated  to  suffer  structural  damage,  nor  would  its  facades  of  marble  and 
red  granite  be  likely  to  be  damaged  substantially.  In  neither  case  would  the  buildings  be 
anticipated  to  be  damaged  such  that  they  would  be  materially  impaired,  and  thus  no  significant 
impacts  would  ensue.  Nevertheless,  the  project  sponsor  has  agreed  to  incorporate  into  its 
construction  specifications,  as  a  condition  of  project  approval  to  be  adopted  by  the  Planning 
Commission  if  it  approves  the  proposed  project,  best  construction  practices  and  a  monitoring 
program  for  these  two  buildings  to  ensure  that  construction  does  not  result  in  damage  the 
buildings'  character-defining  features.  Accordingly,  the  following  text  is  added  to  DEIR  p.  70, 
immediately  before  the  heading  "Cumulative  Impacts": 

Excavation  and  other  construction  activities  adjacent  to  the  63 1  Howard  Street 
building  and  across  Tehama  Street  from  the  Marine  Firemen's  Union 
Headquarters  building  at  240  Second  Street  would  be  unlikely  to  result  in 
substantial  damage  to  either  of  these  buildings  such  that  their  significance  would 
be  materially  impaired,  and  thus  no  significant  impacts  to  these  historical 
resources  would  be  anticipated.  Nevertheless,  the  project  sponsor  would 
undertake  a  monitoring  program  during  construction  to  ensure  that  the  buildings 
are  not  damaged  such  that  their  historic  significance  would  be  impaired  (see 
Improvement  Measure  I-CP-1,  p.  75). 

Additionally,  the  following  Improvement  Measure  to  further  reduce  the  less-than-significant 
impacts  on  nearby  historical  resources,  which  the  sponsor  has  agreed  to  implement,  is  added  to 
DEIR  p.  75,  prior  to  the  heading  "Conclusion": 

I-CP-la      Construction  B^st  Practices  and  Monitoring  Program  for  Historical 
Resources.  The  project  sponsor  shall  incorporate  into  construction 
specifications  for  the  proposed  project  a  requirement  that  the 
construction  contractor(s)  use  all  feasible  means  to  avoid  damage  to 
adjacent  and  nearby  historic  buildings,  including,  but  not  necessarily 
limited  to,  staging  of  equipment  and  materials  as  far  as  possible  from 
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historic  buildings  to  avoid  direct  impact  damage;  using  techniques  in 
demolition  (of  the  parking  lot),  excavation,  shoring,  and  construction  that 
create  the  minimum  feasible  vibration;  maintaining  a  buffer  zone  when 
possible  between  heavy  equipment  and  the  63 1  Howard  Street  building; 
appropriately  shoring  excavation  sidewalls  to  prevent  movement  of 
adjacent  structures;  design  and  installation  of  the  new  foundation  to 
minimize  uplift  of  adjacent  soils;  ensuring  adequate  drainage  from 
adjacent  sites;  covering  the  roof  of  adjacent  structures  to  avoid  damage 
from  falling  objects;  and  ensuring  appropriate  security  to  minimize  risks 
of  vandalism  and  fire. 

I-CP-lb     Construction  Monitoring  Program.  The  project  sponsor  shall 

undertake  a  monitoring  program  to  minimize  damage  to  adjacent  historic 
buildings  and  to  ensure  that  any  such  damage  is  documented  and 
repaired.  The  monitoring  program  would  include  the  following 
components.  Prior  to  the  start  of  any  ground-disturbing  activity,  the 
project  sponsor  shall  engage  a  historic  architect  or  qualified  historic 
preservation  professional  to  undertake  a  preconstruction  survey  of  the 
buildings  at  63 1  Howard  Street  and  240  Second  Street  to  document  and 
photograph  the  buildings'  existing  conditions.  The  consultant  shall  also 
establish  a  maximum  vibration  level  that  shall  not  be  exceeded  at  each 
building,  based  on  existing  condition,  character-defining  features,  soils 
conditions,  and  anticipated  construction  practices  (a  common  standard  is 
0.2  inches  per  second,  peak  particle  velocity).  To  ensure  that  vibration 
levels  do  not  exceed  the  established  standard,  the  project  sponsor  shall 
monitor  vibration  levels  at  each  structure  and  shall  prohibit  vibratory 
construction  activities  that  generate  vibration  levels  in  excess  of  the 
standard.  Should  vibration  levels  be  observed  in  excess  of  the  standard, 
construction  shall  be  halted  and  alternative  techniques  put  in  practice,  to 
the  extent  feasible.  The  consultant  shall  conduct  regular  periodic 
inspections  of  each  building  during  ground-disturbing  activity  on  the 
project  site.  Should  damage  to  either  building  occur,  the  building(s)  shall 
be  remediated  to  its  preconstruction  condition  at  the  conclusion  of 
ground-disturbing  activity  on  the  site. 


Implementation  of  the  above  measures,  which  have  been  agreed  to  by  the  project 
sponsor,  would  further  reduce  the  less-than-significant  impacts  of  construction  on 
adjacent  historical  resources. 


Comment  [CU2] 

"The  mass,  scale,  and  design  of  the  proposed  office  tower  is  completely  out  of  proportion  and 
conformance  with  the  nearby  historic,  cultural,  and  districts.  The  scope  of  this  project  will  totally  change 
the  character  and  ambiance  of  the  neighborhood.  These  major  cultural  and  sociological  factors  have  not 
been  adequately  explored  and  detailed  in  the  Draft  EIR."  (Tom  Yamamoto) 

"No  serious  attempt  has  been  made  to  bring  the  exterior  design  into  greater  conformance  with  the 
adjacent  historic  and  conservation  districts.  The  proposed  contemporary  design  will  overwhelm  and 
diminish  the  cultural  value  of  the  existing  historic  low  rise  historic  structures."  (Tom  Monahan) 
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Response 

The  EIR  fully  evaluates  potential  project  impacts  on  both  the  building  at  631  Howard  Street,  a 
historical  resource  adjacent  to  the  project  site,  and  on  the  two  nearby  historic  districts.  As  stated 
on  EIR  p.  67,  effects  on  the  William  Volker  building  at  63 1  Howard  Street  would  not  be 
significant: 

[G]iven  the  design  treatment  of  the  proposed  project's  base,  including  the  ground 
floor,  and  given  that  the  historic  resources  assessment  found  that  the  63 1  Howard 
Street  building  would  retain  five  of  seven  aspects  of  integrity  (location,  design, 
materials,  workmanship,  and  association),  this  analysis  finds  that  the  indirect 
effects  of  the  proposed  project  with  respect  to  its  adjacency  to  the  building  at 
631  Howard  Street  would  not  "demolish[]  or  materially  alter[],  in  an  adverse 
manner,  those  physical  characteristics  [of  the  631  Howard  Street  building  that] 
convey  its  historical  significance  and  that  justify  its  inclusion  in,  or  eligibility  for, 
inclusion  in  the  California  Register  of  Historical  Resources;  or  . . .  account  for  its 
inclusion  in  a  local  register  of  historical  resources"  (i.e.,  Article  1 1  of  the 
Planning  Code).  As  such,  the  proposed  project  would  result  in  a  less-than- 
significant  effect  on  the  William  Volker  Building  at  631  Howard  Street,  and  no 
mitigation  is  required. 


Concerning  the  historic  districts,  as  explained  on  EIR  pp.  67  -  70,  and  summarized  in  Impact 
CP-4,  the  proposed  project  "would  not  substantially  alter  the  spatial  relationships  among 
buildings  within  the  two  historic  districts  and  other  historic  resources  in  the  vicinity  such  that  the 
significance  of  the  districts  or  other  resources  would  be  materially  impaired,"  and  therefore 
impacts  on  the  historic  districts  would  be  less  than  significant,  and  no  mitigation  would  be 
required.  In  addition,  although  historical  resources  impacts  were  found  to  be  less  than  significant, 
the  EIR  includes  Alternative  D,  Preservation  Alternative  (p.  177),  which  evaluates  a  building 
concept  "intended  to  be  more  sympathetic  in  design  to  the  adjacent  63 1  Howard  Street  building 
and  to  the  New  Montgomery-Second  Street  Historic  District  and  the  Second  and  Howard  Streets 
National  District." 

Comment  [CU3] 

The  Marine  Firemen's  Union  submitted  comments  requesting  a  number  of  specific  editorial  changes  to 
the  EIR  text  concerning  the  union's  building,  across  Tehama  Street  from  the  project  site.  (Anthony 
Poplawski,  Marine  Firemen 's  Union) 

Response 

Please  see  Section  D  of  this  Comments  and  Responses  document,  Staff-Initiated  Text  Changes, 
for  editorial  changes  to  the  text  on  EIR  pages  63  and  69. 
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Comment  [CU4] 

"The  Marine  Firemen's  Union  is  on  record  with  the  San  Francisco  Historical  Preservation  Commission  as 
opposing  historical  landmark  designation  of  our  Headquarters  property.  I  will  submit  separate  comments 
on  that  issue  to  the  Transit  Center  District  Plan  Draft  for  Public  Review."  (Anthony  Poplawski,  Marine 

Firemen 's  Union) 

Response 

The  comment,  which  is  in  reference  to  the  Planning  Department's  proposal,  as  part  of  the 
proposed  Transit  Center  District  Plan,  and  noted  on  p.  63  of  the  EIR,  that  the  Marine  Firemen's 
Union  Headquarters  building  be  designated  a  City  Landmark.  The  comment  is  noted,  but  no 
response  is  required,  as  the  comment  does  not  address  the  adequacy  or  accuracy  of  this  EIR. 

Comment  [CU5] 

"1  think  there  are  some  historic  resources  adjacent  to  the  site,  and  I  did  not  notice  very  much  analysis  as 
far  as  some  of  that  was  concerned.  ...  I  did  notice  there  is  ...  a  historic  resource  in  the  area,  it  is  a  Labor 
Union  Hall,  and  I  did  not  notice  a  lot  of  analysis  given  to  that  here."  (Planning  Commissioner  Christina 
Olague) 

Response 

The  EIR  analysis  of  historical  resources  (Section  IV.D,  Cultural  Resources,  pp.  52  -  75)  did  not 
identify  any  significant  impacts  on  adjacent  historical  buildings,  including  the  631  Howard  Street 
building,  the  Marine  Firemen's  Union  Headquarters  building,  the  New  Montgomery-Second 
Street  Conservation  District,  a  historic  district  listed  in  Article  1 1  of  the  Planning  Code,  and  the 
Second  and  Howard  Streets  National  Register  District,  a  historic  district  listed  in  the  National 
Register  of  Historic  Places.  Please  see  also  the  response  to  Comment  CU-2,  above. 

Transportation 

Traffic 

Comment  [TR1] 

"I  am  very  concerned  about  plans  for  222  2nd  Street;  in  particular,  this  office  building  would  negatively 
impact  the  surrounding  area  by  adding  too  many  cars  into  the  already  congested  neighborhood.  The  two- 
year  construction  period  will  mean  multiple  lane  closures  on  2nd  and  Howard,  and  that  in  itself  is 
frightening.  Have  you  ever  stood  at  2nd  and  Howard  during  the  rush  hour?  It  is  gridlock  all  the  way  down 
2nd  Street."  (Katy  Liddell) 

Response 

As  stated  on  EIR  pp.  88  -  89,  traffic  could  be  impeded  at  times  by  movement  of  construction 
materials,  although  this  would  be  restricted  to  off-peak  hours.  However,  the  proposed  project 
would  not  result  in  long-term  traffic  lane  closures  on  either  Second  or  Howard  Streets.  Sidewalks 
would  be  closed  during  construction  and  temporary  pedestrian  walkways  would  be  installed  in 
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the  parking  lanes,  subject  to  the  granting  of  a  Street  Space  Permit  from  the  Bureau  of  Street  Use 
and  Mapping  of  the  Department  of  Pubhc  Works.  A  Special  Traffic  Permit  from  the  Department 
of  Parking  and  Traffic  would  be  required  to  utilize  public  street  space  during  project  construction. 

Regarding  long-term  traffic  impacts,  the  EIR  identifies  (pp.  80  -  84)  a  project-specific  significant, 
mitigable  impact  at  the  intersection  of  Harrison/Second  Streets.  In  addition,  the  proposed 
project's  contribution  to  future  traffic  growth  at  the  intersections  of  Howard/Third  Streets, 
Howard/New  Montgomery  Streets,  Folsom/Second  Streets,  and  Harrison/Second  Streets  would 
constitute  a  cumulatively  considerable  contribution  to  adverse  2025  cumulative  traffic  conditions, 
and  would  be  considered  a  significant  impact  that  could  not  be  mitigated. 

Comment  [TR2] 

"1  have  been  concerned  about  pedestrian  safety  and  circulation,  and  I  think  the  comment  about  the  fact 
that  there  are,  indeed,  several  kindergartens  in  the  ground  floors  of,  one,  the  Federal  agency  building  on 
Hawthorne,  with  children  not  having  a  garden,  but  actually  being  on  the  little  rope  and  walking  around 
the  block  when  it  is  sunny,  that  is  something  which  I  think  needs  to  be  addressed  somewhere.  It  is  a  very 
large  kindergarten,  there  are  relatively  few  downtown,  and  I  think  the  impact  on  that  needs  to  be  at  least 
addressed."  (Planning  Commissioner  Kathrin  Moore) 

"Of  recent  concern  is  the  high  incidence  of  injuries  to  pedestrians  in  District  6  where  the  propose  project 
is  located.  The  failure  to  achieve  the  goals  of  the  Downtown  Plan  in  respect  to  vehicle  occupancy  rates  is 
not  adequately  addressed  in  the  potential  impacts  to  parking,  traffic  and  pedestrian  safety  during 
construction,  or  afterwards.  To  ignore  the  increased  number  of  vehicles  in  the  area,  and  their  associated 
impacts,  does  not  address  reality  or  conform  to  best  practice."  (Ward  Buelow  and  Penny  Eardley) 

"This  project  brings  1,640  new  office  workers  into  the  neighborhood  every  day.  This  creates  several 
traffic  problems  that  the  EIR  indicates  cannot  be  mitigated.  A  smaller  building,  the  same  height  as  the 
immediate  surrounding  ones,  creates  fewer  workers  and  mitigates  the  traffic  impacts.  The  South  Beach 
Rincon  Mission  Neighborhood  association  just  distributed  the  following  study  on  pedestrian  injuries  in 
our  neighborhoods.  Our  District  experiences  more  pedestrian  injuries  than  any  other  district  in  the  city. 
Consequently,  allowing  a  non  code  compliant  building  such  as  222  Second  street  to  be  erected  knowing 
full  well  the  pedestrian  safety  issues  of  district  outlined  below  endangers  public  safety  and  opens  the  city 
to  liabilities."  [Documents  referenced  in  the  comments  are  included  in  Attachment  1  Comment  Letters.] 
(Armand Der-Hacobian;  Concerned SOA4A  Residents) 

Response 

The  significance  criterion  used  in  the  EIR,  as  indicated  on  p.  267,  is  whether  the  project  "would 
resuh  in  substantial  overcrowding  on  public  sidewalks,  create  potentially  hazardous  conditions 
for  pedestrians,  or  otherwise  interfere  with  pedestrian  accessibility  to  the  site  and  adjoining 
areas."  No  significant  impacts  were  identified  in  comparison  to  this  standard.  No  quantitative 
criterion  has  been  established  relative  to  the  number  of  accidents  or  injuries,  although  such  a 
criterion  could  be  adopted  in  accordance  with  the  requirements  of  the  San  Francisco 
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Administration  Code  Chapter  31  and  California  Public  Resources  Code  Section  21082  and  State 
CEQA  Guidelines  Section  15067.4. 

It  is  true  that  San  Francisco  has  a  substantially  greater  number  of  pedestrian  injurv'  accidents  on  a 
population-^l^'eighted  basis  than  the  national  a\"erage.  largeh  because  there  is  much  more 
pedestrian  actiN  it\  than  most  comparably-sized  cities.  The  average  rate  of  pvedestrian  injuries  and 
fatahties  in  California  as  a  whole  is  40  per  100,000  based  on  2005  data  from  the  California 
Highway  PatroL  San  Francisco,  by  contract  has  a  pedestrian  injurj'  rale  of  104  per 
100.000  residents.  This  reflects,  in  part  a  higher  level  of  pedestrian  acti\it\'  than  most 
comparably  sized  cities;  however,  research  by  the  San  Francisco  Department  of  Public  Health 
(DPH)  and  others  indicates  that  this  explains  onl\"  a  part  of  the  difference.  San  Francisco's 
relati\"ely  high  rate  of  collisions  ma\'  also  be  influenced  b}'  the  increased  exp>osure  associated  with 
a  50  percent  increase  in  its  daytime  population  relative  to  its  resident  pyopulation  due  to  an  influx 
of  commuters  into  its  job  centers,  although  DPH  research  identified  no  statistically  significant 
correlation  between  injuries  and  the  number  of  \\  orkers  per  census  tract.  The  pnq)osed  project 
would  not  contribute  considerably  to  this  increase,  and  thus  no  significant  impact  would  result- 
It  is  also  noted,  as  stated  in  the  EIR's  traffic  analysis,  that  the  project  \"icinit\  experiences  a  large 
amoimt  of  vehicle  traffic  because  it  is  betw  een  the  emploj-ment  center  of  DowntowTi 
San  Francisco  and  freeways  serxing  both  the  East  Bay  and  South  Bay,  wliich  could  contribute  to 
pedestrian  collisions.  This  existing  condition  is  not  attributable  to  the  proposed  project 

The  proposed  project  would  not  create  an}'  substantial  or  out-of-the-ordinar\'  safet\  concerns  with 
respect  to  pedestrians,  nor  would  it  generate  sufficient  traffic  or  pedestrian  travel  to  be  expected 
to  result  in  a  considerable  contribution  to  any  cumulative  impacts  related  to  pedestrian  safet>". 

Concerning  the  potential  for  a  smaller  building  to  mitigate  traffic  impacts,  the  EIR  mcludes  a 
Reduced  Project  .Alternative  (p.  175 )  with  25  percent  less  office  space  than  the  proposed  project 
and  no  on-site  parking.  As  stated  on  EIR  p.  176.  this  alternative  would  avoid  the  project's  impact 
at  the  Second  Tehama  Streets  intersection.  As  with  the  propyosed  project,  this  altemati\  e  would 
result  in  a  significant  but  mitigable  impact  on  level  of  service  at  the  intersection  of 
Folsom  Second  Streets  and  also  like  the  project,  this  alternative's  impact  at  the  Harrison  Second 
Streets  intersection  would  be  una\'oidable  because  of  the  hea\y  p.m.  peak-hour  traffic  flow 
destined  for  the  Ba\  Bridge,  despite  this  altemati\"e  generating  30  percent  fewer  p.m.  peak-hour 
\  ehicle  trips  than  the  project.  This  alternative  would  avoid  making  a  considerable  contribution  to 
ctimulative  impacts  at  two  intersections  that  would  result  in  significant  clmlulati^  e  impacts  with 
the  proposed  project:  Howard  TMrd  Streets  and  Howard  New  Montgomery  Streets. 

.As  stated  on  EIR  p.  82.  the  finding  of  significant  impact  at  the  intersection  of  Hamson  Second 
Streets  results  from  the  fact  that  project  traffic  would  constitute  about  16  percent  of  the 
southbound  left  turn  ^  olume  (which  would  operate  with  unacceptable  LOS  F  conditions).  In 
general  a  contribution  of  more  than  5  percent  to  a  critical  movement  that  operates  at  an 
unacceptable  level  of  service  wmrants  a  finding  of  significance.  Therefore,  to  avoid  the 
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significant  impact  at  this  intersection  would  require  a  reduction  in  p.m.  peak-hour  traffic  of  more 
than  60  percent,  compared  to  the  proposed  project,  which  could  be  achieved  by  reducing  the 
office  floor  area  by  about  the  same  percentage,  resulting  in  an  office  building  of  no  more  than 
about  175,000  square  feet.^ 

Transit 
Comment  [TR3] 

"The  District  requests  that  Page  77  be  modified  to  state  that  Golden  Gate  Transit  (GGT)  serves  a  bus  stop 
located  on  Howard  Street  at  Second  Street,  diagonally  across  the  street  from  the  project  site.  This  bus  stop 
is  served  by  nearly  all  GGT  routes  in  San  Francisco  and  is  used  for  dropping  passengers  off  only. 
Similarly,  the  GGT  bus  stop  on  Folsom  Street  at  Second  Street  is  used  by  the  same  routes  for  picking 
passengers  up  only."  (Alan  Zahradnik,  GGBHTD) 

Response 

The  requested  revision  is  made  to  the  p.  77  of  the  DEIR,  where  the  paragraph  under  the  heading 
"Transit"  is  revised  as  follows  (new  text  is  double-underlined:  deleted  text  is  shown  in 
strikethrough): 

Currently,  stops  for  10  Muni  local  and  express  bus  lines  and  the  F-line  streetcars 
are  within  walking  distance  (considered  one-quarter  of  a  mile)  of  the  project,  as 
are  the  Muni  Metro  light  rail  system  and  BART,  accessible  two  blocks  north  of 
the  site,  at  the  Second  Street  entrance  to  the  Montgomery  station.  Golden  Gate 
Transit  (GGT)  serves  a  bus  stop  located  on  Howard  Street  at  Second  Street, 
diagonallv  across  the  street  from  the  project  site.  This  bus  stop  is  served  by 
nearlv  all  GGT  routes  in  San  Francisco  and  is  used  for  dropping  passengers  off 
only.  Similarly,  the  GGT  bus  stop  on  Folsom  Street  at  Second  Street  is  used  by 
the  same  routes  for  picking  passengers  up  only.  AC  Transit^  and  SamTrans,  and 
Golden  Gate  Transit  are  about  one  and  a  half  blocks  to  the  northeast,  at  the 
Transbay  Transit  Terminal.  Caltrain  is  available  at  the  Fourth/Townsend  depot 
via  a  connecting  Muni  line. 

Comment  [TR4] 

"The  District  generally  agrees  with  the  findings  of  Impact  TR-3  (Page  84),  which  states  that  the  project 
would  not  measurably  affect  GGT's  seating  capacity  utilization  for  the  routes  serving  the  two  bus  stops 
closest  to  the  222  Second  Street  project  site.  The  proposed  office  building  is  located  close  to  these  bus 
stops,  and  the  District  expects  some  use  of  GGT  by  workers  commuting  to  the  proposed  office  building. 
However,  GGT  use  could  be  spread  between  multiple  bus  trips  on  the  different  routes  serving  the  stops." 
(Alan  Zahradnik,  GGBHTD) 


It  is  noted  that  the  trip  generation  fonnulae  attribute  a  relatively  large  number  of  p.m.  peak-hour  auto  trips  to  the 
proposed  project's  restaurant  use,  as  the  rate  effectively  assumes  a  "destination"  restaurant  that  is  open  in  the 
evening.  If  the  project's  retail  space  were  occupied  by  a  lunch-only  restaurant  or  by  a  sundries-oriented  retail  shop, 
actual  traffic  generate  by  the  proposed  project  would  be  25  to  30  percent  less  than  that  with  the  proposed  project. 
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Response 

The  comment  expresses  agreement  w  ith  the  ElR's  conclusion  concerning  transit  capacit\  :  no 
response  is  required. 

CommBnt  ITR5] 

"The  District  notes  that  Mitigation  Measure  M-TR-2  ( Page  ^0)  identifies  significant  and  unavoidable 
cumulati\  e  project  impacts  at  three  intersections  used  b>  Golden  Gate  Transit  (GGT)  (Howard Third. 
Howard  New  Montgomer> .  and  Folsoni  Second).  Since  GGT  buses  operate  through  these  intersections, 
ser\"ice  could  be  impacted. 

"For  example.  GGT  uses  the  eastbound  through  mov  ement  at  the  Folsom  Second  intersection,  and  this 
movement  is  potentially  affected  b>  the  project.  GGT  buses  use  the  left  lane  w  hen  approaching  and 
passing  tlirough  this  intersection.  The  left  lane  is  currently  shared  with  mming  tratTic.  and  the  DEIR 
projects  left-tuni  \  olume  to  be  high  i  242  \  ehicles  during  the  peak  hour).  Because  left-turn  traffic  is 
n  picalh"  affected  b\  conflicts  with  pedestnans  in  an  adjoining  crosswalk,  the  District  expects  the  flow  of 
bus  traffic  to  be  affected  more  b\-  left-mm  traffic  than  through  tratfic.  Despite  the  DEIR  not  identii\  ing 
left-mm  traffic  to  be  a  critical  moN  ement  at  this  intersection.  GGT  is  concerned  about  negati\  e  impacts  to 
Its  operations  at  this  location.  The  District  suggests  that  improv  ements  to  this  intersection  configuration 
be  considered  in  the  fumre.  and  would  appreciate  being  inx  oh  ed  in  an\  process  that  examines  this 
intersection's  operations."  lAlan  Zahraduik.  GGBHTDi 

Response 

The  comment  refers,  in  part,  to  data  presented  in  the  project  transportation  report,  which  is 
av  ailable  for  review  at  the  Planning  Department,  as  part  of  the  case  file. 

The  comment  concerning  operations  at  the  intersection  of  Second  and  Folsom  Streets  is 
acknow  ledged.  This  intersection  has  a  unique  configuration  in  that  there  is  a  bus  stop  island,  used 
by  both  Muni  and  Golden  Gate  Transit,  adjacent  to  the  left  lane  of  Folsom  Street  on  the  far  side 
of  the  intersection.  (The  left-side  bus  stop  allow  s  buses  to  avoid  Bay  Bridge-bound  traffic  in  the 
tw  o  right  lanes.)  As  a  result,  buses  approaching  the  intersecrion  must  use  the  left  lane  so  that  the\ 
can  serv  e  the  island  once  across  the  intersection. 

Of  the  242  left-mming  vehicles  analyzed  in  the  cumulative  scenario.  10  v  ehicles  (4  percent) 
would  result  fi-om  the  proposed  project.  The  commenter  correctly  states  that  the  Tratfix  le\  el-of- 
service  anah  sis  software  does  not  identifv  this  left-turn  movement  as  a  "critical"  movement  that 
detemiines  ov  erall  intersection  lev  el  of  sen  ice.  Nev  ertheless,  this  intersection  could  be  the 
subject  of  fumre  modifications,  including  as  part  of  the  Transit  Center  District  Plan,  which  is 
currentlv  undergoing  separate  env  iromnental  review.  The  commenter' s  request  for  involvement 
in  future  improv  ements  at  Second  and  Folsom  Streets  is  noted,  and  will  be  considered  as  part  of 
the  transportation  analysis  of  the  Transit  Center  District  Plan. 
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Parking 

Comment  [TR6] 

"Because  [the  project  site]  is  a  parking  lot  now  and  minimal  new  parking  is  included  in  the  proposed 
building,  the  utilization  of  off-street  parking  in  the  area  is  projected  to  go  from  84%  currently  to  98%. 
98%  really  equates  to  all  off-street  parking  being  full  and  rates  likely  increasing."  (Armand  Der- 
Hacobian;  Concerned  SOMA  Residents) 

"The  project  as  proposed  would  result  in  a  net  loss  of  over  40  parking  spaces.  Many  of  the  spaces  in  the 
cun'ent  lot  are  used  by  car  share  organizations,  such  as  City  Car  Share  and  Zipcar.  Many  of  the  existing 
neighborhood  residents  use  these  car  share  vehicles  as  their  primary  and  secondary  vehicles.  The  draft,  as 
evidenced  on  the  garage  floor  plans  on  page  1 1 ,  does  not  properly  indicate  the  lost  neighborhood  amenity 
of  these  car  share  spots  or  the  impact.  The  project  as  proposed  would  bring  area  off-street  parking  to  98% 
occupancy.  This  would  create  a  shortage  of  available  and  convenient  car  share  vehicles.  The  EIR  should 
address  this  impact,  possibly  by  providing  a  number  of  dedicated  spaces  for  car  share  vehicles  equivalent 
to  the  number  currently  in  use  on  the  site.'''' (Ward  Buelow  and  Penny  Eardley) 

"The  loss  of  existing  surface  public  parking  lot  and  the  increased  demands  on  the  public  parking  is  not 
adequately  addressed.  Zip  Car  and  City  Car  Share  will  lose  car  parking  spaces.  These  short  term  rental 
cars  are  used  by  residents  and  business  people  from  the  area  and  are  a  quasi-public  transportation  resource 
whose  loss  is  not  addressed  in  the  EIR."  (Tom  Yamamoto) 

"The  loss  of  the  existing  surface  parking  lot  resource  and  the  increased  demands  on  public  parking  is  not 
addressed."  (Tom  Monahan) 

Response 

As  explained  on  EIR  pp.  78  -  79,  "Parking  deficits  are  considered  to  be  social  effects,  rather  than 
impacts  on  the  physical  environment  as  defined  by  CEQA."  Therefore,  parking  effects  are  not 
significant. 

Concerning  car-share  vehicles,  there  are  1 1  existing  Zip  Cars  and  two  existing  City  CarShare 
spaces  in  the  existing  surface  parking  lot  at  222  Second  Street.  These  spaces,  along  with  other 
parking  spaces,  would  be  eliminated  by  the  proposed  project.  Car-share  spaces  are  not  required  in 
new  non-residential  buildings;  however,  the  project  sponsor  has  indicated  a  willingness  to 
provide  space  for  up  to  four  car-share  spaces  in  the  proposed  project  garage,  assuming  demand 
for  such  spaces  by  car-sharing  service(s).  Provision  of  car-share  spaces  could  also  be  made  a 
condition  of  approval  by  the  Planning  Commission.  While  the  loss  of  car-share  spaces  would  not 
be  a  significant  impact  under  CEQA,  it  is  described  here  for  informational  purposes.  It  is  also 
noted  that  there  are  approximately  17  other  ZipCars  within  one  block  of  the  project  site 
(including  the  smaller  parking  lot  acrbss  Second  Street)  and  in  nearby  office  buildings.  There  are 
three  City  CarShare  locations  within  about  two  blocks  of  the  site. 
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Loading 

Comment  [TR7] 

"The  text  and  maps  does  not  clearly  explain  details  of  how  the  'stranded  lot'  fronting  on  Tehama  will  be 
handled.  This  lot  provides  loading  for  the  631  Howard  building  which  is  [a]  Significant  Building  - 
Category  II.  Explain  CLEARLY  how  this  lot  is  currently  used  for  loading  on  adjacent  property.  How  will 
that  loading  be  shifted  if  this  project  proceeds.  Ehminating  the  possibility  of  restaurant  use  in  the  vacant 
ground  floor  of  63 1  Howard  -  again  a  historic  resource  -  seems  punitive,  (p.  87)  Loading  on  Howard 
Street  is  restricted  during  rush  hours  because  of  parking  restrictions.  Please  reconcile  the  loading  demands 
for  BOTH  buildings  in  the  building  design.  Shifting  the  burden  onto  the  street  is  bad  policy.  (M-TR-4  - 
page  90)."  (Sue  C.  Hestor) 

Response 

The  comment  refers  to  a  loading  dock  at  63 1  Howard  Street  that  would  be  demolished  as  part  of 
the  project.  As  stated  on  p.  6  of  the  EIR,  "The  project  sponsor  proposes  to  acquire  and  incorporate 
into  the  project  site  a  1 ,650-square-foot  (20-foot-by-82.5-foot)  portion  of  the  adjacent  property 
(Lot  5  in  Assessor's  Block  3735),  which  would  increase  the  size  of  the  project  site  to  25,575 
square  feet,  and  to  demolish  the  existing  loading  dock  at  63 1  Howard  Street,  which  occupies  the 
portion  of  the  adjacent  parcel  to  be  acquired."  As  described  in  the  EIR,  this  concrete  loading  dock 
was  added  to  the  631  Howard  Street  building  subsequent  to  the  building's  original  construction, 
and,  as  stated  on  EIR  p.  87,  the  631  Howard  Street  building  has  two  additional  loading  spaces  at 
the  rear  of  the  main  portion  of  the  building.  According  to  the  owner  of  the  63 1  Howard  Street 
building,  that  building  receives  four  regularly  scheduled  deliveries  per  month  at  the  main  loading 
dock,  and  the  main  loading  dock  is  also  used  intermittently  by  tenants,  for  movement  of  furniture; 
the  loading  dock  that  would  be  demolished  as  part  of  the  project  has  not  been  used  for  loading 
purposes  for  several  years,  but  is  sometimes  used  as  a  vehicle  parking  space. 

There  would  be  no  prohibition  on  use  of  the  ground-floor  space  at  63 1  Howard  Street  as 
restaurant  space  if  the  project  were  to  proceed,  as  is  implied  by  the  commenter.  Rather,  as  stated 
on  p.  87  of  the  EIR,  if  the  loading  dock  were  demolished  as  proposed,  and  a  restaurant  were  to 
occupy  the  ground  floor  of  63 1  Howard  Street,  the  hourly  loading  demand  for  that  building,  as 
calculated  in  accordance  with  the  Planning  Code,  "would  exceed  the  both  the  existing  and  future 
loading  capacity."  The  added  loading  demand  would  thus  have  to  be  accommodated  through  use 
of  metered  on-street  parking  spaces  (or  on-street  loading  spaces,  if  created).  Alternatively,  trucks 
would  have  to  wait  for  a  loading  space  or  to  double-park  on  Howard  or  Second  streets,  which 
could  block  traffic.  This  is  a  hypothetical  situation  on  multiple  levels,  as  it  is  not  known  if 
63 1  Howard  Street  would  be  or  could  be  used  as  restaurant  space,  or  if  the  calculated  loading 
demand  would  come  to  pass.  It  is  noted  that  restaurant  loading  activity  typically  occurs  outside 
peak  traffic  hours  (generally,  in  mid-morning),  which  would  lessen  the  potential,  and 
hypothetical,  impact.  This  change  of  use  on  the  ground  floor  of  63 1  Howard  Street  is  not 
reasonably  foreseeable  as  it  has  not  been  proposed  by  the  owner  of  that  property.  It  is  further 
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noted  that  the  most  recent  uses  of  that  building's  ground-floor  space  have  been  for  retail  sales  of 
clothing. 

Regarding  "shifting  of  the  burden  onto  the  street,"  Mitigation  Measure  M-TR-4,  EIR  p.  90,  does 
not  call  for  on-street  loading;  rather,  it  identifies  elimination  of  four  on-street  parking  spaces  and 
one  on-street  loading  space  on  Tehama  Street  adjacent  to  the  proposed  project  site,  to  facilitate 
truck  access  to  and  use  of  the  proposed  project's  off-street  loading  dock. 

Other  Transportation  Issues 
Comment  [TR8] 

"The  traffic  analysis  does  not  address  the  impacts  on  potential  garage  access  conflicts  with  the 
surrounding  residential  and  commercial  buildings  akeady  in  existence.  The  EIR  focuses  narrowly  on  the 
impact  on  street  intersections  only.  (Tom  Yamamoto,  Tom  Monahan) 

Response 

Impacts  related  to  traffic  are  typically  assessed  at  intersections  because  those  are  the  locations  of 
greatest  potential  conflict.  The  EIR  identifies  a  significant  impact  at  the  unsignalized  intersection 
of  Second  and  Tehama  Streets,  which  is  the  result  of  traffic  destined  for  the  proposed  garage. 
Mitigation  Measure  M-TR-la,  EIR  p.  89,  would  prohibit  left  turns  from  northbound  Second 
Street  onto  Tehama  Street,  and  would  reduce  this  impact  to  a  less-than-significant  level.  The  EIR 
also  evaluates  effects  of  project  truck  traffic  using  the  loading  dock  on  Tehama  Street  and 
identifies  no  significant  impacts  related  to  circulation,  with  the  exception  of  potential  double- 
parking  by  trucks  not  using  the  loading  dock.  Mitigation  Measure  M-TR-4,  p.  90,  would 
facilitated  access  to,  and  use  of,  the  loading  dock  by  prohibiting  parking  on  Tehama  Street 
adjacent  to  the  project  site,  which  would  reduce  this  impact  to  a  less-than-significant  level. 

Comment  [TR9] 

"Nor  does  the  EIR  address  the  proposed  bike  lanes  to  be  installed  on  2nd  Street  and  the  impact  of  the 
proposed  project  on  bike  traffic  during  and  after  construction."  (Tom  Yamamoto) 

Response 

The  EIR  evaluates  bicycle  impacts  (pp.  87  -  88)  and  identifies  no  significant  impacts.  Concerning 
the  potential  bicycle  lanes  on  Second  Street,  as  noted  on  DEIR  p.  78,  this  project  was  not 
included  in  the  approved  Bicycle  Plan,  and  the  Municipal  Transportation  Agency  will  undertake  a 
community  planning  effort  prior  to  release  of  a  Second  Street  bicycle  improvements  project. 
Concerning  construction  impacts,  the  EIR  states,  on  p.  89,  that  "a  Special  Traffic  Permit  from  the 
Department  of  Parking  and  Traffic  would  be  required  to  utilize  public  street  space  during  project 
construction;  this  perniit  would  consider  effects  on  traffic  and  parking,  including  bicycle 
circulation,  and  MTA  could  implement  additional  signage  and  other  measures  to  ensure  bicycle 
safety  during  construction." 
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Noise 

Comment  [N01] 

"There  is  currently  a  Bus  Stop  and  shelter  for  the  10  Muni  and  12  Muni  directly  in  front  of  the  2nd  St  side 
of  the  project.  The  draft  does  not  indicate  either  the  temporary  (during  construction)  or  permanent 
location  of  this  bus  stop.  The  plans  for  the  short  and  long  terms  for  bus  stops  should  be  included  in  the 
EIR.  Moving  this  bus  stop  creates  street  parking  impacts.  If  it  is  proposed  to  be  moved  to  the  south  along 
2nd  there  will  be  considerable  noise  impacts  to  246  2nd  and  Courtyard  Marriot  due  to  the  buses  starting 
on  a  significant  up  slope."  (Ward  Buelow  and  Penny  Eardley;  Concerned  SOMA  Residents) 

"[I]f  you  move  that  shelter  up  the  street  where  the  Marriot  Courtyard  is,  it  is  at  an  upslope,  so  buses  will 
have  to  stop  and  start  at  an  upslope,  which  creates  a  lot  of  noise,  especially  because  of  the  echo  in  that 
area,  that  is  not  considered."  (Armand Der-Hacobian) 

Response 

The  block  of  Second  Street  between  Howard  and  Folsom  Streets  has  a  generally  uniform  slope, 
meaning  that  if  the  bus  stop  at  the  southwest  comer  of  Second  and  Howard  Streets  were  to  be 
temporarily  relocated  during  construction,  buses  starting  from  the  bus  stop  would  accelerate  up 
the  same  slope  as  at  present.  The  existing  bus  stop  is  adjacent  to  the  southern  end  of  the  project 
site;  if  the  bus  stop  were  moved  across  Tehama  Street  (about  50  feet  south),  buses  would  make 
the  same  level  of  noise  as  at  present,  but  the  noise  could  be  incrementally  louder  (perhaps 
3  decibels,  which  could  be  noticeable)  when  heard  at  246  Second  Street,  because  the  noise  would 
occur  closer  to  246  Second  Street.  However,  the  existing  Marine  Firemen's  Union  headquarters 
building  would  provide  some  noise  insulation  by  blocking  the  line-of-sight  noise  path,  especially 
to  the  lower,  and  therefore  closer,  units  at  246  Second  Street.  The  impact,  if  it  were  to  occur, 
would  be  of  short  duration,  occurring  only  during  the  period  when  buses  first  depart  the  bus  stop, 
because  by  the  time  buses  would  reach  246  Second  Street,  they  would  be  traveling  at 
approximately  the  same  speed  under  approximately  the  same  level  of  acceleration  as  at  present, 
because  that  building  is  some  130  feet  south  of  the  south  side  of  Tehama  Street.  Thus,  any  change 
in  bus  noise  would  be  brief,  intermittent,  and  temporary,  lasting  only  as  long  as  the  bus  stop  were 
relocated.  (Note  that  it  is  not  known  if  such  relocation  would  occur.)  For  these  reasons,  any  noise 
impact  is  both  speculative  and  unlikely  to  be  significant.  The  temporary  loss  of  parking,  also 
speculative,  would  not  be  significant  for  the  reasons  explained  in  the  EIR's  transportation 
analysis  (pp.  78  -  79).  As  required,  the  project  sponsor  would  coordinate  with  Muni  regarding 
any  temporary  relocation  of  the  existing  bus  stop  and  bus  shelter  during  construction,  if  such 
relocation  is  necessary.  If  the  bus  stop  is  temporarily  relocated  during  construction,  the  project 
sponsor  would  restore  the  shelter  to  its  existing  location  upon  completion  of  construction.  It  is 
very  unlikely  that  temporary  relocation  of  the  bus  stop,  should  it  occur,  would  result  in  the  bus 
stop  being  moved  to  the  northwest  comer  of  Second  and  Folsom  Streets,  across  from  the 
Courtyard  by  Marriott  Hotel,  because  there  is  an  existing  Muni  stop  on  the  southwest  comer  of 
that  same  intersection.  Moreover,  there  is  no  reason  to  believe  that  relocation  of  the  bus  stop. 
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should  it  occur  during  construction,  would  not  be  reversed,  with  the  bus  stop  moving  back  to  its 
current  location  after  construction  is  complete. 

Comment  [N02] 

"The  Transbay  Program  Final  EIS/EIR  contains  specific  noise  and  vibration  mitigation  measures,  which 
were  adopted  by  the  TJPA  for  the  DTX  Project.  As  noted  on  page  94  of  the  Draft  EIR  for  the  proposed 
Project,  the  timing  of  the  DTX  Project  and  the  timing  of  the  proposed  Project  are  unlikely  to  coincide. 
Hence,  it  is  not  clear  why  DTX  Project  construction  noise  and  vibration  are  relevant  to  the  analysis  of  the 
proposed  Project."  (Robert  Beck,  TJPA) 

Response 

Inasmuch  as  construction  schedules  are  variable,  the  Caltrain  extension  project  was  included  in 
the  EIR  discussion  for  purposes  of  a  conservative  analysis  of  cumulative  construction  noise 
impacts. 

Comment  [N03] 

"It  is  possible  that  the  noisiest  stages  of  construction  of  the  DTX  Project  and  the  proposed  Project  would 
not  overlap;  the  proposed  Project  could  start  and  complete  earher  than  the  start  of  construction  for  DTX 
Project. 

"Construction  of  the  new  Transbay  Transit  Center  is  scheduled  to  commence  in  2010  with  the  demolition 
of  the  existing  Transbay  Terminal.  Implementation  of  the  Transbay  Program  is  already  well  underway, 
including  but  not  limited  to  construction  of  the  Temporary  Terminal.  Excavation  and  foundation 
construction  of  the  proposed  Project  and  the  Transit  Center  could  overlap."  (Robert  Beck,  TJPA) 

Response 

The  EIR  discusses  potential  overlaps  in  construction  schedules  that  could  result  in  cumulative 
noise  impacts.  As  noted  in  the  previous  response,  construction  schedules  are  variable,  and 
because  there  are  multiple  individual  projects  currently  proposed  in  the  vicinity  of  the  222  Second 
Street  project,  and  the  construction  schedules  of  many  of  those  projects  are  not  known,  the 
analysis  in  the  EIR  is  conservative  in  assuming  the  potential  for  overlapping  construction 
activities  . 

Comment  [N04] 

"The  statements  regarding  the  status  of  the  201  Second  Street  development  are  incorrect  and  should  be 
revised  or  deleted.  In  consultation  with  the  developer  of  201-217  Second  Street,  the  TJPA  developed 
strategies  that  would  allow  the  site  to  be  developed  in  advance  of  the  DTX  construction."  (Robert  Beck, 
TJPA) 


Case  No.  2006  1106E 


C&R-53 

206337 


222  Second  Street 


VII.  Comments  and  Responses 


C.  Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses 


Response 

The  second  sentence  of  the  third  paragraph  under  Impact  NO-3  on  DEIR  p.  94  is  revised  as 
follows  to  reflect  this  comment  (new  text  is  double-underlined;  deleted  text  is  shown  in 
strikethrough): 

The  project  at  201  Second  Street  is  likely  to  be  delayed  until  after  could  proceed 
independently  of  construction  of  the  Caltrain  extension,  should  that  rail  project 
proceed,  because  although  the  extension  would  require  demolition  and 
excavation  at  the  201  Second  Street  site. 

Comment  [N05] 

"Page  1 1  of  the  draft  shows  the  gas-fired  emergency  generator  in  Garage  Level  1 .  If  it  is  located  there  it 
would  be  exhausted  on  a  lower  level.  These  generators  require  frequent  testing  and  exercising  and  this 
creates  considerable  noise  and  echoing.  This  noise  is  not  recognized  or  addressed  in  the  draft.  The 
generator  should  be  located  on  the  roof  to  mitigate  the  effects  of  the  noise  created  and  minimize  the 
impact  on  the  neighboring  residents."  (Armand  Der-Hacobian;  Ward  Buelow  and  Penny  Eardley; 
Concerned  SOMA  Residents) 

"Page  1 1  of  the  draft  shows  the  chillers  on  Garage  Level  1 .  The  chillers  would  create  a  high  level  of 
ambient  noise  on  the  street  level  of  this  primarily  residential  area.  This  noise  is  not  recognized  or 
addressed  in  the  draft.  The  chillers  should  be  located  on  the  roof  to  mitigate  their  noise."  (Armand  Der- 
Hacobian;  Ward  Buelow  and  Penny  Eardley;  Concerned  SOMA  Residents) 

Response 

Mechanical  equipment  in  the  proposed  building  basement  would  be  unlikely  to  generate 
perceptible  noise  outside  the  building  because  they  would  be  shielded  from  the  outside  by  garage 
ramp  and  interior  concrete  walls  several  inches  thick.  According  to  the  project  sponsor,  the 
emergency  generator  typically  would  be  tested  once  monthly,  for  no  more  than  one  hour,  and 
would  have  its  exhaust  near  at  the  loading  dock,  on  Tehama  Street.  While  the  exhaust  would  be 
audible  near  the  loading  dock,  it  would  be  muffled,  as  required,  would  be  required  to  comply  with 
Article  29  of  the  Police  Code  (San  Francisco  Noise  Ordinance),  and  would  be  shielded  from 
nearby  residential  buildings  by  the  project  building  itself,  the  55  and  75  Hawthorne  Street 
buildings,  and  the  Marine  Firemen's  Union  headquarters  building  across  Tehama  Street.  Locating 
mechanical  equipment  in  the  basement  also  makes  more  feasible  the  development  of  a  "green 
roof  as  part  of  the  proposed  building's  LEED  energy-efficiency  strategy,  according  to  the 
sponsor. 

Air  Quality 

Comment  [AQ1] 

"Our  neighborhood  already  suffers  from  the  pollution  of  drivers  as  they  get  on  and  off  the  nearby 
freeways.  The  addition  of  this  office  building  on  2nd  Street  would  add  to  the  pollution  and  the  unhealthy 
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effects  of  traffic.  We  want  our  neighborhood  to  be  resident  and  pedestrian  friendly;  please  help  us  by 
blocking  this  project."  (Katy-  Liddell) 

Response 

As  explained  in  EIR  Section  IV. G,  Air  Quality,  pp.  98  -  127,  the  proposed  project  would  resuh  in 
less-than-significant  effects  on  air  quality,  both  individually  and  cumulatively.  Project  emissions 
of  criteria  air  pollutants  from  traffic,  the  largest  source  of  pollutants,  would  be  substantially  below 
both  the  existing  and  proposed  stricter  thresholds  established  by  the  Bay  Area  Air  Quality 
Management  District  (see  Table  6,  EIR  p.  121).  Moreover,  the  project  would  not  result  in  any 
localized  significant  air  quality  impacts. 

Shadow 

Comment  [SH1] 

"There  was  an  analysis  on  a  future  park,  which  is  even  analyzed  in  here,  which  I  am  not  sure  if  that  would 
be  an  interesting  question,  you  know,  that  we  have  to  analyze  for  something  that  does  not  exist  at  the 
present  time,  but  they  did  it  anyway,  so  I  guess  that  is  a  good  thing.  I  do  not  know  that  it  is  a  requirement 
under  CEQA  that  you  have  to  do  that,  but  it  would  be  an  interesting  point."  (Planning  Commissioner 
Michael  Antonini) 

"I  do  believe  that  the  reality  of  Trans-Bay  is  indeed  quite  real  to  the  effect  that  we  are  putting  all  eggs  in 
one  basket,  so  the  shadow  on  the  new  City  Park,  I  think,  is  a  huge  concern  because  we  are  basically 
starting  to  rob  Peter  to  pay  Paul.  And  I  think  as  long  as  we  have  not  yet  established  a  full  part  policy  on 
what  is  the  most  major  investment  in  the  future  surrounding  this  transportation  hub,  I  think  we  are 
stepping  very  quickly  to  already  not  fully  taking  an  account  of  what  that  really  means."  (Planning 
Commissioner  Kathrin  Moore) 

"I  found  some  of  the  language,  as  far  as  the  analysis  of  that  piece  on  page  144  a  little  bit  lacking  or 
something  because,  on  the  one  hand,  it  is  [READING:]  'Although  the  project's  shadow  would  occur  at 
mid-day  when  the  proposed  park  would  be  expected  to  be  most  heavily  used  by  downtown  workers 
because  the  project  would  shade  a  very  small  portion  of  the  park  for  a  relatively  short  period  of  time, 
project  shadow  would  not  be  anticipated  to  substantially  affect  use  of  the  planned  city  park.  It  should  be 
noted  that  there  is  no  adopted  design  for  the  city  park,  and  therefore  the  planned  uses  of  this  open  space 
are  not  known,  therefore,  cumulative  impacts  would  not  be  significant  and  no  mitigation  is  required.'  It  is 
just  sometimes  the  way  conclusions  are  drawn,  I  just  find  them  a  little  bit  interesting,  for  lack  of 
whatever."  (Planning  Commissioner  Christina  Olague) 

"I  would  like  to  know  what  the  conclusion  [of  significance  with  regard  to  City  Park]  is  based  on.  This 
assumes  that  the  shadow  cast  has  no  impact,  however,  if  we  consider  that  park  to  be  a  zero  tolerance  park, 
it  would  be  a  significant  impact.  And  so,  how  can  you  make  this  conclusion  when  there  has  been  no 
standard  set  in  the  first  place?"  (Planning  Commissioner  Hisashi  Sugaya) 

"The  proposed  project  would  shadow  10,000  square  feet  of  the  new  City  Park  at  the  transit  center  during 
the  lunch  period  when  the  park  would  be  expected  to  be  most  heavily  used.  The  proposed  project  would 
require  a  variance  regarding  shadowing  per  Section  146  of  the  Planning  Code.  If  a  proposed  project 
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requires  a  code  variance  then  the  impact  assessment  of 'Less  than  Significant'  does  not  seem 
appropriate."  (Armand  Der-Hacobian;  Ward  Buelow  and  Penny  Eardley;  Concerned  SOMA  Residents) 

Response 

With  regard  to  the  question  about  the  requirement  under  CEQA  to  analyze  shadow  impact  on  a 
planned  future  park,  CEQA  requires  an  analysis  of  the  cumulative  impacts  of  the  project  in 
conjunction  with  "other  closely  related  past,  present,  and  reasonably  foreseeable  probable  future 
project."  (CEQA  Guidelines,  Sec.  15355).  For  purposes  of  the  analysis  in  the  EIR,  effects  related 
to  the  planned  new  Transit  Center  (replacement  for  the  Transbay  Terminal)  are  considered 
reasonably  foreseeable,  which  is  the  reason  that  the  EIR  discussed  the  project's  potential  to  shade 
the  planned  City  Park  atop  the  Transit  Center. 

Concerning  the  effects  of  shadow  on  the  planned  City  Park,  as  noted  on  EIR  p.  144,  there  is  no 
final  design  for  the  City  Park,  and  the  planned  uses  of  the  space  cannot  be  fully  known  at  this 
time.  Current  plans  call  for  the  5.4-acre  (approximately  235,000-square-foot)  park  to  include  a 
walking  trail,  vegetation  gardens,  substantial  landscaping,  lily  ponds,  an  outdoor  amphitheatre, 
and  several  retail  sales  areas.  As  described  on  EIR  p.  144,  new  shadow  from  the  proposed 
222  Second  Street  project  would  reach  the  southwestern  comer  of  the  planned  park  around 
12:00  noon  for  about  3.5  months  of  the  year  (early  November  through  early  February),  casting 
shadow  on  a  maximum  of  about  5  percent  of  the  area  of  the  park  on  December  2 1 ,  the  winter 
solstice.  Project  shadow  would  be  less  extensive  on  all  other  days. 

Because  the  City  Park  would  be  located  some  70  feet  above  street  grade,  existing  low-  and  mid- 
rise  buildings  in  the  vicinity  would  generally  not  cast  shadow  on  the  park.  Existing  high-rise 
buildings  that  would  shade  the  park  at  certain  times  include  those  south  of  the  planned  park,  at 
199  Fremont  Street  and  301  Howard  Street,  as  well  as  several  of  the  buildings  along  Mission 
Street  north  of  the  proposed  Transit  Center,  including,  among  others,  100  First  Street,  201  Second 
Street,  555  and  560  Mission  Street,  535  Mission  Street  (approved  but  not  built),  45  Fremont 
Street,  the  Millennium  Tower,  and  201  Mission  Street.  The  proposed  1 ,000-foot-tall  Transit 
Tower,  although  north  of  the  Transit  Center,  would  shade  the  City  Park  in  the  early  morning  and 
late  afternoon  in  spring,  summer,  and  fall.  Additionally,  the  draft  Transit  Center  District  Plan 
proposes  high-rise  development  on  a  number  of  sites  generally  south  of  the  park  where  new 
buildings,  if  constructed,  would  add  shadow  to  the  City  Park,  including  a  site  where  the  existing 
Transbay  Terminal  Ramps  are  located  that  is  immediately  south  of  the  Transit  Center  site,  a  site 
farther  east  on  Howard  Street,  a  site  on  Fremont  Street  south  of  the  Transit  Center,  and  others, 
including  some  of  the  towers  along  the  north  side  of  Folsom  Street  that  were  approved  as  part  of 
the  adoption  of  the  Transbay  Redevelopment  Plan  in  2005.  Many  of  these  buildings  would,  if 
built,  add  more  shadow  to  the  Cit>-  Park  than  would  the  proposed  222  Second  Street  project — 
particularly  those  closer  to  the  Transit  Center — although  generally  at  different  times  of  the  day 
and  year.  Shadow  impacts  of  existing  and  proposed  development  on  the  planned  City  Park  w  ill  be 
analyzed  in  the  forthcoming  EIR  for  the  Transit  Center  District  Plan.  The  proposed  222  Second 
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Street  project,  however,  with  its  relatively  limited  shadow  on  the  planned  City  Park,  is  judged  not 
to  make  a  considerable  contribution  to  the  cumulative  shadow  effect  on  the  park. 

The  Draft  EIR  does  not  state  that  the  project  would  have  no  shadow  impact  on  City  Park;  rather, 
the  conclusion  is  that  the  proposed  222  Second  Street  project  would  have  a  relatively  small 
impact,  shading  no  more  than  about  5  percent  of  the  park  for  a  maximum  of  about  30  minutes 
over  a  period  of  approximately  3.5  months.  Commissioner  Sugaya's  reference  to  a  "zero 
tolerance  park"  refers  to  open  spaces  for  which  no  new  shadow  is  permitted  under  the  guidelines 
for  the  implementation  of  Planning  Code  Section  295.  As  of  this  writing,  it  is  not  anticipated  that 
the  planned  City  Park  would  be  subject  to  Section  295,  as  this  open  space  atop  the  Transit  Center 
would  not  be  a  Recreation  and  Park  Department  property.  Therefore,  the  criterion  on  which  the 
conclusion  was  based  concerning  shadow  impacts  on  the  City  Park  is,  as  stated  on  EIR  p.  136, 
whether  the  project  would  "substantially  affect  the  usability"  of  the  park,  which,  as  stated  on 
p.  136,  is  the  CEQA  significance  criterion  for  effects  on  a  non-Recreation  and  Park  Department 
property.  (The  criterion  for  properties  that  are  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Recreation  and  Park 
Department  is  similar — whether  a  project  would  "affect,  in  an  adverse  manner,  the  use  of  any 
park  or  open  space  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Recreation  and  Park  Department.")  The  EIR 
concluded  that,  because  of  the  limited  impact,  the  proposed  222  Second  Street  project  would  not 
substantially  affect  the  usability  of  the  City  Park. 

Concerning  the  exception  required  by  the  proposed  project  under  Planning  Code  Section  146(a), 
CEQA  requires  analysis  of  the  physical  environmental  effects  of  a  project.  Requiring  an 
exception  as  stipulated  under  the  Planning  Code  does  not  in  and  of  itself  constitute  a  physical 
effect.  A  project  that  requires  no  exceptions  could  still  be  found  to  result  in  one  or  more 
significant  impacts.  It  does  not  follow  that  a  project  that  requires  one  or  more  exceptions  under 
the  Code  would  result  in  a  significant  adverse  effect  on  the  environment. 

Section  146(a)  requires  that  buildings  on  the  west  side  of  Second  Street  from  Market  Street  to 
300  feet  south  of  Folsom  Street  fit  within  an  envelope  defined  by  a  62  degree  "sun  access 
plane" — an  angle  sloping  away  from  Second  Street,  beginning  at  a  height  of  132  feet.  This  would 
result  in  a  setback  of  half  the  width  of  the  lot,  or  77.5  feet  from  Second  Street,  at  a  height  of  about 
280  feet,  and  would  preclude  construction  of  more  than  about  a  I5-foot-wide  section  of  the 
building  at  the  height  limit  of  350  feet.  Figure  C&R-8  illustrates  the  approximate  maximum 
development  potential  for  a  project  consistent  with  the  required  sun  access  plane.  Assuming  that 
the  uppermost  levels  would  not  be  developed  because  the  incremental  cost  per  square  foot  would 
be  too  great,  this  conceptual  alternative  would  result  in  a  21 -story  building  with  approximately 
335,000  square  feet  of  office  space,  or  about  22  percent  less  floor  area  than  the  430,650  square 
feet  proposed  with  the  project.  The  3^35,000  square  feet  of  office  space  is  the  same  as  would  be 
developed  under  EIR  Alternative  C,  the  Reduced  Project  Alternative.  As  shown  in  Figure  C&R-8, 
this  design  would  require  an  exception  to  the  bulk  requirements  of  Planning  Code  Section  270  for 
the  maximum  and  average  floor  areas  of  the  lower  tower  portion  of  the  building,  and  would  also 
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require  rezoning  to  increase  the  height  limit  of  the  northwest  comer  of  the  project  site;  both  of 
these  conditions  would  apply  to  the  proposed  project,  as  well. 

When  the  draft  Downtown  Plan  was  first  published  in  1983,  prior  to  completion  of  the 
Downtown  Plan  EIR  and  adoption  of  the  Plan,  the  project  site  was  identified  (Map  15,  Sunlight 
Access;  reproduced  Figure  C&R-3,  p.  C&R-15)  as  a  location  at  which  shadow  study  of  future 
building  proposals  would  be  required  because  of  a  "potential  conflict  between  [the]  height  limit  & 
solar  access,"  because  Map  1 5  designated  the  east  sidewalk  of  Second  Street  for  "mandatory 
sunlight  access."  The  draft  Plan  text  stated  that,  in  certain  locations  where  tall  buildings  are 
encouraged,  "a  requirement  that  all  development  respect  the  sunlight  angles  [the  same  angles 
ultimately  included  in  the  Planning  Code  and  noted  above]  would  severely  restrict  desired 
development.  Nevertheless,  a  new  building  can  have  greater  or  less  shadow  depending  on  the 
shape  of  the  building  and  its  orientation  on  the  lot.  Therefore,  massing  studies  of  all  new  building 
proposals  should  be  undertaken  to  develop  an  appropriate  building  form  that  would  minimize 
shadow  impact."'^  As  shown  in  Figure  C&R-8  and  described  above,  compliance  with  the  shadow 
angle  specified  in  Planning  Code  Section  146(a)  would  result  in  reduced  floor  area  beginning  at 
level  1 1 ,  elimination  of  the  22nd  through  26th  floors,  and  an  overall  reduction  in  office  floor  area 
of  about  22  percent. 

The  design  shown  in  Figure  C&R-7  represents  one  possible  response  to  compliance  with  the  sun 
access  plane  requirement  of  Section  146(a),  and  would  most  likely  provide  the  maximum 
potential  floor  area  while  complying  with  Section  146(a).  As  described  in  the  discussion  of 
Section  146  in  response  to  Comment  PPl,  p.  C&R-17,  an  office  project  was  previously  approved 
at  222  Second  Street,  on  the  same  project  site  with  the  exception  that  the  previous  project  did  not 
propose  acquisition  of  a  portion  of  the  adjacent  Lot  5,  occupied  by  the  631  Howard  Street  loading 
dock.  That  previous  project  would  have  developed  a  225-foot-tall  building  (125  feet  shorter  than 
the  proposed  project)  and  would  have  provided  approximately  220,000  square  feet  of  office 
space,  or  nearly  50  percent  less  than  the  office  floor  area  of  the  currently  proposed  project.  As 
stated  on  EIR  p.  135,  an  exception  to  the  Section  146(a)  requirement  may  be  granted  "if 'the 
shadow  created  by  the  penetration  of  the  plane  is  deemed  insignificant  because  of  the  limited 
extent  or  duration  of  the  shadow  or  because  of  the  limited  public  use  of  the  shadowed  space.'" 
The  Planning  Commission  would  have  to  make  such  a  finding  to  grant  the  requested  exception. 

Comment  [SHI] 

There  is  also  a  notion  about  the  impact  on  Verba  Buena,  which  is  indeed  our  Arts  district,  we  spend  a  lot 
of  attention,  including  a  business  improvement  district  surrounding  that  and  I  think  that  is  a  major  thing 
we  should  be  very  cognizant  about  and  understand  its  full  impacts.  Of  concern,  and  it  is  very  hard  to 
measure,  is  what  has  been  analyzed  as  an  impact  is  the  increase  in  wind  on  sidewalk,  including  shadow 
on  sidewalk.  We  have  several  institutions  down  there  where  students,  for  the  lack  of  other  open  spaces, 
spend  their  lunch  time  on  those  few  comers  where  there  is  sun.  1  do  like  to  see  an  evaluation  of  how  these 
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institutions  and  students  will  be  impacted  by  really  full  shading  on  those  sidewalks.  (Planning 
Commissioner  Kathrin  Moore) 

"Shadow  impacts  created  by  new  construction  projects  have  been  a  very  sensitive  local  issue  recently. 
The  net  new  project  shadow  created  by  the  proposed  project  on  Verba  Buena  Center  as  shown  on  page 
143  of  the  draft  is  quite  significant.  Although  this  is  not  Recreation  and  Park  Department  property  the 
open  space  is  used  almost  exclusively  in  the  same  manner  and  fashion  as  if  it  were  a  park,  and  the  impacts 
of  the  increased  shadow  will  be  no  less  felt  due  to  the  ownership  of  the  open  space."  (Armand  Der- 
Hacobian;  Ward  Buelow  and  Penny  Eardley;  Concerned  SOMA  Residents) 

The  EIR  is  inadequate  in  its  analysis  of  the  "[ijmpact  of  the  non-code  compliant  building  height  on 
shadow  creation  on  the  residents  and  commercial  occupants  in  the  neighborhood,  on  the  parks  in  the  area 
including  Verba  Buena  Park  and  the  nearby  office  roof  parks,  on  the  potential  green  space  that  will  be 
created  with  the  completion  of  the  TransBay  Terminal  Area  Plan."  (Tom  Yamamoto) 

Response 

As  stated  on  EIR  p.  142,  the  proposed  project  would  cast  new  shadow  on  Verba  Buena  Gardens 
"in  the  early  morning  hours  of  the  summer  months  when  existing  buildings  of  the  Verba  Buena 
Center  for  the  Arts  (theater  and  gallery),  as  well  as  the  elevated  entrance  to  Moscone  Center 
North  and  the  restaurants  atop  the  roof  of  this  structure,  already  shade  much  of  block."  New 
shadow  on  Verba  Buena  Gardens,  including  the  grassy  park-like  esplanade  in  the  center  of  the 
block  bounded  by  Third,  Fourth,  Mission,  and  Howard  Streets,  between  September  and  May, 
beginning  as  early  as  the  "first  Proposition  K  minute,"  which  is  the  first  minute  after  one  hour 
after  sunrise,  and  ending  no  later  than  8:00  a.m.  As  stated  on  p.  142,  this  shadow  was  judged  not 
to  be  significant  because  the  relatively  limited  duration  of  shadow  during  early  morning  hours 
would  not  be  expected  to  substantially  affect  the  use  or  enjoyment  of  Verba  Buena  Gardens.  The 
significance  determination  was  not  based  on  the  fact  that  Verba  Buena  Gardens  is  not  subject  to 
Section  295:  as  stated  in  the  previous  response,  and  as  stated  on  EIR  p.  136,  the  significance 
criterion  is  whether  the  project  would  "substantially  affect  the  usability"  of  this  open  space, 

Regarding  publicly  accessibly  privately  owned  open  spaces,  the  EIR  notes  (pp.  136  -  142)  that 
the  project  would  cast  new  shadow,  also  during  limited  hours,  on  such  spaces  at  235  Second 
Street  (across  the  street  from  the  project  site),  555  Mission  Street,  and  Foundry  Square  at  400  and 
401  Howard  Street.  Again,  the  EIR  found  this  impact  to  be  less  than  significant  because  of  the 
limited  duration  of  the  new  shadow. 

Comment  [SH3] 

"Although  not  requiring  impact  assessment,  the  proposed  project  would  create  significant  shadow  impacts 
to  many  neighborhood  residents.  One  Hawthorne,  199  New  Montgomery,  246  2nd  St.  and  the  appro\  ed 
residential  building  at  201  2nd  St.  would  all  be  negatively  affected  by  shadowing  from  this  project." 
(Ward  Buelow  and  Penny  Eardley) 
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Response 

The  proposed  project  would  cast  shadow  on  the  two  occupied  residential  buildings  at  199  New 
Montgomery  Street  and  246  Second  Street,  as  well  as  the  building  nearing  completion  at  One 
Hawthorne  Street.  If  a  building  is  constructed  at  201  Second  Street,  the  222  Second  Street  project 
would  cast  shadow  on  that  building,  as  well.  Because  of  the  orientation  of  the  South-of-Market 
street  grid,  246  Second  Street  and  One  Hawthorne  Street  are  southeast  and  southwest  of  the 
project  site,  respectively.  As  a  result,  project  shadow  would  fall  on  the  246  Second  Street  only  in 
the  extreme  late  afternoon  around  the  summer  solstice  (at  the  end  of  the  "Proposition  K"  day,' ' 
after  about  7:30  p.m.).  Conversely,  shadow  from  the  project  would  fall  on  One  Hawthorne  only  in 
the  very  early  morning  around  the  summer  solstice  (near  the  beginning  of  the  "Proposition  K" 
day,  before  about  6:30  a.m.).  Shadow  from  the  project  would  fall  on  the  roof  terrace  of  One 
Hawthorne  during  the  first  few  minutes  after  sunrise  around  the  summer  solstice.  At  these  times 
of  extreme  sun  angles,  the  sun  appears  to  move  very  rapidly  in  the  sky,  and  thus  the  shadow  cast 
by  the  project  building  would  also  move  quickly,  lasting  no  more  than  a  few  minutes  at  any 
location.  The  199  New  Montgomery  Street  building,  by  contrast,  is  northwest  of  the  project  site, 
and  thus  the  proposed  project  would  cast  shadow  on  this  building  throughout  the  year,  for 
approximately  45  minutes  at  various  times  of  the  morning.  This  shadow  can  be  seen  in  EIR 
Figures  18-20,  pp.  137  -  139.  (In  December,  illustrated  in  Figure  21,  shadow  would  fall  on  this 
building  before  10:00  a.m.,  and  is  therefore  not  illustrated.)  Because  shadows  are  shorter  towards 
midday,  shadow  from  the  proposed  project  would  not  reach  the  rooftop  terrace  of  199  New 
Montgomery  Street  at  the  summer  solstice,  and  would  shade  portions  of  the  terrace  around  the 
spring  and  fall  equinoxes.  In  December,  the  project  would  shade  most  of  the  rooftop  terrace  from 
approximately  sunup  (about  7:20  a.m.)  until  about  9:00  a.m.  None  of  the  constructed  buildings 
has  publicly  accessible  open  space,  although,  as  noted,  each  has  common  open  space  for  use  by 
building  residents.  In  general,  shadow  on  privately  accessible  spaces  is  not  considered  a 
significant  impact  on  the  environment.  Moreover,  the  project  would  not  completely  shade  any  of 
the  private  open  spaces  for  more  than  a  few  minutes  per  day. 

Comment  ISH4] 

"Some  of  the  conclusions  that  were  reached  as  far  as  the  shadow  impacts,  I  found,  a  little  bit — what  is  the 
word — lacking  in  analysis,  I  guess.  So  I  just  wanted  to — I  had  some  concerns  about  the  way  those 
impacts  were  analyzed."  (Planning  Commissioner  Christina  Olague) 

Response 

Shadow  impacts  are  analyzed  in  EIR  Section  IV.I,  pp.  134  -  144,  which  presents  the  results  of  an 
analysis  of  project  shadow  impacts  based  on  a  digital  model  of  the  proposed  project  and  the 
surrounding  vicinity.  Please  see  alsoithe  response  to  the  previous  comments  in  this  subsection  of 
the  Comments  and  Responses  document  concerning  shadow  effects  on  specific  properties,  such 


' '  The  "Proposition  K"  day — the  times  covered  by  Section  295  of  the  Planning  Code — extends  from  one  hour  after 
sunrise  to  one  hour  before  sunset. 
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as  Verba  Buena  Gardens,  the  planned  City  Park  atop  the  new  Transit  Center,  and  the  sidewalk 
adjacent  to  the  project  site. 

Recreation  and  Public  Space 

Comment  [RE1] 

"I  appreciate  additional  open  space  in  the  downtown  area.  I  would  hope  it  could  be  utilized  beyond  the 
typical  Sam  -  6pm  hours,  Monday  through  Friday  that  are  common  at  most  Heller  Manus  properties 
along  2nd  Street  so  that  residents  of  Rincon  Hill  and  Verba  Buena  might  use  the  open  space  once  on  a 
blue  moon  when  they  are  home  from  work  (evenings  and  weekends)."  (Jamie  Whitaker) 

Response 

The  comment  does  not  address  the  adequacy  or  accuracy  of  the  EIR.  For  information,  it  is  noted 
that  the  Planning  Code  does  not  specify  opening  hours  for  privately  owned,  publicly  accessible 
open  space  that  is  required  to  be  provided  pursuant  to  Section  138  of  the  Code.  Rather,  the  Code 
states  that  such  open  space  shall  "be  open  to  the  public  at  times  when  it  is  reasonable  to  expect 
substantial  public  use"  (Sec.  138(d)(8)).  Planning  Code  Section  309  provides  for  approval  of 
required  open  space  by  the  Planning  Department  or  Planning  Commission,  as  applicable.  The 
Downtown  Plan's  "Guidelines  for  Downtown  Open  Space"  state  that,  for  an  "indoor  park,"  as  is 
proposed  as  part  of  the  222  Second  Street  project,  the  space  shall  be  available  for  public  use  from 
8:00  a.m.  to  6:00  p.m.,  Monday  through  Friday. 

Public  Services  /  Utilities  and  Service  Systems 

Comment  [PS1] 

"The  SFFD  is  requiring  clearance  for  the  permission  to  build  structures.  The  applicant  must  follow  the 
guidelines  showing  adequate  hydrants,  fire  flow,  fire  department  connections,  and  access  roads.  Please 
see  the  enclosed  documents  for  guidance. 

A  few  requirements  that  are  unique  to  San  Francisco  that  must  be  addressed  in  future  pcnnits  are: 

1.  Buildings  over  200  feet  require  redundant  fire  pumps 

2.  Buildings  over  200  feet  require  a  firefighter  elevator  per  [San  Francisco  Fire  Code(SFFC)]  Section 
511.1 

3.  High-rise  buildings  require  air  replenishment  systems  per  SFFC  5 1 1 .2." 

Attachments:  "New  Buildings:  Guideline  for  Fire  Clearance"  and  "Request  for  Water  Flow  Information" 

(Captain  William  Mitchell,  Division  of  Fire  Prevention  and  Investigation,  San  Francisco  Fire 
Department) 
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Response 

The  comments  are  noted  but  do  not  address  the  adequacy  of  the  EIR.  The  project  sponsor  would 
be  required  to  comply  with  Fire  Department  requirements  as  part  of  the  permit  approval  process. 

Comment  IPS2] 

"The  Draft  EIR  does  not  discuss  mitigation  of  impacts  on  existing  utilities  during  construction.  For 
example,  AT&T  has  significant  communications  infrastructure  in  Second  Street,  close  to  the  222  Second 
Street  property  line.  The  location  and  size  of  this  duct  bank  could  effectively  preclude  the  use  of  tiebacks 
(as  discussed  in  Page  157)  on  Second  Street.  Hence,  prohibiting  the  use  of  tiebacks  on  Second  Street  may 
need  to  be  considered  as  a  mitigation  measure."  (Robert  Beck,  TJPA) 

Response 

Tiebacks  are  discussed  on  p.  157  of  the  EIR  as  potential  aids  to  construction  shoring  for  both  the 
proposed  222  Second  Street  project  and  the  Caltrain  extension  project.  The  comment  is  noted;  if 
tiebacks  cannot  be  feasibly  installed,  other  means  of  shoring  construction  excavation  sites  would 
be  required.  Final  recommendations  would  be  reviewed  and  approved  by  the  Department  of 
Building  Inspection,  and  construction  would  be  undertaken  in  coordination  with  the  Transbay 
Joint  Powers  Authority,  as  stated  on  p.  157  of  the  EIR. 

Geology,  Soils,  and  Seismicity 

Comment  [GE1] 

"The  shoring  wall  construction  for  the  proposed  222  Second  Street  Office  Project  (the  'proposed 
Project')  must  be  confined  to  within  the  property  lines  for  the  proposed  Project.  The  shoring  wall  for  the 
approved  Caltrain  Downtown  Extension  (DTX)  Project  will  be  close  to  the  property  line  in  City  right-of- 
way.  Based  on  the  timeline  provided  in  the  Draft  EIR,  the  proposed  Project  could  be  constructed  prior  to 
construction  of  the  DTX  Because  the  excavation  for  the  approved  DTX  will  be  significantly  deeper  than 
the  excavation  for  the  basement  of  the  proposed  Project,  the  DTX  excavation  will  require  substantial 
support  from  its  own  shoring  system.  Therefore,  the  location  of  the  shoring  for  the  proposed  Project 
should  not  conflict  with  the  shoring  for  the  approved  DTX  Project."  (Robert  Beck,  TJPA) 

Response 

The  basement  levels,  and  therefore  the  shoring  wall,  for  the  proposed  222  Second  Street  project 
would  not  extend  beyond  the  property  line  on  the  Second  Street  side  of  the  project  site.  The 
project  does  propose  electrical  vaults  beneath  the  sidewalk  of  the  Howard  Street  side  of  the 
project  site.  However,  these  vaults,  which  are  commonly  installed  beneath  downtown  sidewalks, 
would  not  extend  beyond  the  Second  Street  property  line  and  therefore  would  not  interfere  with 
the  Caltrain  extension  excavation 'or  tunnels. 
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Comment  [GE2] 

"As  you  are  aw  are.  the  proposed  222  Second  Street  Project  is  next  to  the  preferred  alignment  for  a  portion 
of  the  cut-and  co\  er  tiinnel  for  the  Calrrain  Dow  nrow  n  Extension  (DTX).  The  DTX  is  an  appro\  ed  project 

and  is  ciirrenth  in  the  preUminar>  design  phase.  DTX  engineers  ha\  e  met  w  ith  the  222  Second  Street 
Project  sponsor  to  discuss  potential  conflicts  and  mitigations  betw  een  the  proposed  foundation  of  the  222 
Second  Street  building  and  the  exc3\  aiion  for  the  DTX. 

"A  major  goal  of  the  Transba>  Rede%  elopment  Plan  is  to  suppon  the  DTX  Project  as  part  of  the  TransbaN 
Program.  While  the  Draft  EIR  states  that  the  proposed  Project  w  ould  not  substantialh"  conflict  w  ith  an>'  of 
the  goals  of  the  Transbay  Redevelopment  Plan,  the  Draft  EIR  also  states  on  page  15"  that  compaiibihty 
with  surrounding  de\  elopment  is  an  unresoh  ed  issue.  The  TJPA  concurs  w  ith  this  latter  conclusion. 

"To  aN  oid  substantial  conflicts  with  the  appro\"ed  DTX  Project,  and  to  a^  oid  unnecessarily  increasing 
DTX  Project  costs,  the  proposed  Project  should  be  constructed  on  a  pile  foundation.  The  pile  tip  elevation 
should  extend  be\  ond  the  zone  of  influence  of  the  DTX  exca\  ation. 

"If  a  mat  foundation  for  the  proposed  Project  is  pursued,  it  will  present  a  number  of  design  issues  for  the 
appro\  ed  DTX  Project;  these  issues  can  be  solved,  but  onh  through  the  DTX  Project's  incurring 
significant  additional  costs.  A  pile  foundation  for  the  proposed  Project  w  ould  a\  oid  the  following 
conflicts. 

The  nature  of  the  dcN  elopment  foundation  r\pe.  its  proximity  to  the  DTX  shoring  and  excavation, 
and  the  ditTerence  in  ele^  ation  beuveen  the  underside  of  the  mat  foimdation  and  the  significantly 
deeper  DTX  exc3\  ation  w  ould  result  in  the  proposed  Project  being  susceptible  to  damage  arising 
from  groimd  mo\  ement  diuing  exca\  ation  for  the  DTX  Project,  ^^^lile  the  Draft  EIR  states  that 
ground  mo\  ements  w  ill  be  controlled  by  the  DTX  suppon  of  excavation,  this  can  onh  be 
achieved  at  the  222  Second  Street  location  at  considerable  additional  expense  to  the  DTX  Project. 

"-  During  a  seismic  event,  vertical  soil  presstrres  from  the  proposed  Project  will  increase  cyclically 
with  the  period  of  the  dcN  elopment.  These  increased  \  ertical  pressures  translate  into  additional 
lateral  forces,  w  hich  will  place  additional  loads  upon  the  DTX  tunnel  structures.  Accommodating 
additional  loads  w  ill  incur  additional  cost  for  the  DTX  Project."  (Robert  Beck,  TJPA) 

Response 

The  comment  concerns  potential  financial  imphcations  of  the  fotmdation  system  selected  for  the 
proposed  222  Second  Street  project.  Although  CEQA  is  generally  not  concerned  with  financial 
impacts,  the  following  is  noted  for  information. 

According  to  the  project  sponsor,  from  a  technical  and  structtiral  standpoint,  either  a  mat 
foimdation  or  a  pile  foimdation  is  equalh"  feasible  as  a  means  to  support  the  proposed  222  Second 
Street  project.  A  mat  foundation  offers  ad%  antages  in  terms  of  lesser  time  to  construct,  low  er  cost, 
and  reduced  noise  impacts,  because  pile  dri\  ing  is  not  necessary .  As  stated  on  EIR  p.  155.  the 
initial  geotechnical  investigation  for  the  proposed  project  concluded  that  a  mat  foundation  would 
be  feasible.  How  ever,  the  EIR  (p.  93)  also  anah  zed  potential  noise  impacts  from  pile  driving,  in 
the  e\  ent  that  a  pile  foundation  were  selected  and  pile  dri\ing  is  required.  Under  such  conditions. 
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additional  mitigation  would  be  employed  (see  EIR  p.  96).  The  project  sponsor  has  consulted  with 
the  Transbay  Joint  Powers  Authority  concerning  the  foundation  system  to  be  used  for  the  project, 
and  such  consuUation  would  continue  if  the  project  is  approved.  Because  the  EIR  has  considered 
the  potential  for  pile  driving,  no  new  significant  impacts  would  ensue  should  the  sponsor 
ultimately  select  a  pile  foundation.  Additionally,  should  pile  driving  be  required  for  the  proposed 
222  Second  Street  project,  the  project  sponsor  has  agreed  to  implement  Mitigation 
Measure  M-NO-2,  Noise  Control  Measures  for  Pile  Driving,  EIR  p.  96,  to  ensure  that  noise 
impacts  would  also  be  less  than  significant. 

Comment  [GE3] 

"The  Draft  EIR  incorrectly  identifies  the  Peninsula  Corridor  Joint  Powers  Board.(PCJPB)  as  the  sponsor 
of  the  DTX  Project.  The  TJPA  is  the  project  sponsor."  (Robert  Beck,  TJPA) 

Response 

The  first  paragraph  of  DEIR  p.  95  is  revised  as  follows  (new  text  is  double-underlined;  deleted 
text  is  shown  in  strikcthrough): 

Finally,  in  the  event  that  one  or  more  nearby  projects  were  to  be  undertaken  at 
the  same  time  as  the  proposed  project,  the  Planning  Department  and  the 
Departments  of  Building  Inspection,  Public  Works,  and  Public  Health,  along 
with  the  Transbay  Joint  Powers  Authority  (sponsor  of  the  Transit  Center  and)  and 
the  Peninsula  Joint  Powers  Board  (sponsor  of  the  Caltrain  extension),  would  be 
expected  to  work  to  ensure  that  all  projects  comply  with  the  San  Francisco  Noise 
Ordinance  and  that  project  construction  schedules  are  coordinated  so  as  to 
minimize,  to  the  extent  feasible,  construction  noise  that  could  be  disruptive. 

Additionally,  the  second-to-last  sentence  of  the  first  partial  paragraph  on  DEIR  p.  95  is  revised  as 
follows  (new  text  is  double-underlined;  deleted  text  is  shown  in  strikethrough): 

In  either  case,  construction  of  the  proposed  project  would  be  undertaken  in 
coordination  with  the  Transbay  Joint  Powers  Authority  and  the  Peninsula 
Corridor  Joint  Powers  Board,  which  will  oversee  the  new  Transit  Center  and  the 
Caltrain  extension,  respectively. 

Comment  [GE4] 

"Statements  regarding  the  stability  of  the  DTX  tunnels  are  speculative,  and  not  consistent  with  the 
findings  of  the  TJPA's  geotechnical  investigation  and  reporting.  These  statements  should  be  corrected  or 
deleted.  The  TJPA  can  make  available  infonnation  regarding  this  issue  upon  request."  (Robert  Beck, 
TJPA) 

Response 

To  provide  updated  information  concerning  the  excavation  for  the  Caltrain  downtown  extension 
(DTX),  the  last  partial  paragraph  on  DEIR  p.  1 56,  continuing  to  p.  1 57,  is  revised  as  follows,  up 
through  footnote  135  (new  text  is  double-underlined;  deleted  text  is  shown  in  strikethrough): 
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The  proposed  Caltrain  Downtown  Extension  would  involve  the  construction  of  a 
subway  tunnel  leading  to  the  Transbay  Tenninal  and  passing  beneath  Second 
Street  immediately  to  the  east  of  the  project  site.  Up  to  50  feet  of  soil  sediments 
consisting  of  fill.  Bay  Mud,  and  loose  to  medium  dense  marine  sands  would  be 
encountered  at  this  location  which  could  potentially  affect  non  seismic  settlement 
beneath  portions  of  the  subway.  The  low  strength  and  moderate  dcfonnution 
characteristics  of  Bay  Mud  could  affect  the  stability  of  the  tunnel,  the  amount  of 
ground  deformation  caused  by  the  excavations,  and  the  resulting  effects  on 
adjacent  staictures,  including  the  building  at  222  Second  Street.  Prior  to  the  start 
of  cut  and  cover  construction  along  the  Caltrain  alignment  beneath  Second  Street, 
the  Caltrain  project  contractor  w^ould  ensure  that  support  for  foundations  of 
adjacent  buildings  is  adequate.  Control  of  potential  movement  of  adjacent 
structures  is  anticipated  to  be  accomplished  by  use  of  excavation  support  systems, 
which,  in  conjunction  with  proper  excavation  and  bracing  or  tie  back  procedures, 
can  serve  as  protection  for  the  adjacent  structures.  This  is  common  practice  for  the 
Bay  Area  and  was  successfully  used  for  the  Muni  Metro  Turnaround  project  at  the 
east  end  of  Market  Street.  The  tunnel  would  be  constructed  by  underground 
boring  to  the  south  along  Second  Street,  and  by  "cut-and-cover"  surface 
excavation  in  Second  Street  from  Clementina  Street  north  to  the  new  Transit 
Center,  including  the  area  adjacent  to  the  project  site.  In  this  area,  the  top  of  the 
"train  box"  would  be  between  about  20  and  30  feet  below  grade,  and  the  train  box 
would  rest  on  a  layer  of  Colma  Sand  that  is  above  a  thick  layer  of  Old  Bay  Clay 
and  Franciscan  Bedrock.  Total  excavation  would  be  to  a  depth  of  up  to  about  75 
feet.  Shoring  of  the  excavation  sidewalls  would  be  undertaken  using  soldier  piles 
inserted  to  a  depth  of  up  to  about  100  feet.[fo°'"°"-'  '^^5] 

Additionally,  footnote  135  on  page  157  is  revised  as  follows  to  provide  an  updated  source  of 
information  concerning  the  excavation  for  the  Caltrain  downtown  extension  (DTX): 

'^^  Parsons  Transpoilation  Group,  in  association  with  Arup  and  Jacobs  Associates.  Final 

Geotechnical  Interpretive  Report.  Part  II.  Design  Recommendations  for  the  30%  Preliminary 
Engineering  Design  Phase  of  the  Cut-and-Cover  Segment  of  the  DTX  Alienmcnt  for  the 
Caltrain  Downtown  Extension  Jask  6.3;  Proiect  No.  130642;  May  18.  2010.  This  documenLls 
available  for  review  at  the  Planning  Department.  1650  Mission  Street.  Suite  400.  in  Case  File 
No.  2006.1 106E.  Information  on  Caltrain  Downtown  Extension  construction  from:  Federal 
Transit  Administration.  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco.  Peninsula  Corridor  Joint  Powers 
Board,  and  San  Francisco  Redevolopment  Agency.  Transbay  Tenninal/  Caltrain  Dov.  ntown 
Extension/Redevelopment  Project  Final  EIS/EIR.  March  2004;  Case  No.  2000.0^8E;  p.  5  79 
and  p.  5  169.  This  document  is  available  online  at: 
http://www.transbaycenter.org/TransBay/contont.a5px7id'"  1 1  '1. 


Hazards 

Comment  [HZ1] 

"Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  review  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Report  (DREIR)  for  the 
222  Second  Street  project.  You  also  have  forwarded  the  following  information  to  DTSC:  the  Phase  I 
Environmental  Site  Assessment  (ESA)  Report  and  a  copy  of  the  Oct.  13,  2006,  Remedial  Action 
Completion  Certification  letter  for  Underground  Storage  Tank(s)  (USTs).  The  October  13.  2006, 
certification  letter  approves  the  completion  of  site  investigation  and  corrective  actions  of  USTs  conducted 
at  222  Second  Street  by  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,  Department  of  Public  Health.  The  San 
Francisco  (SF)  Regional  Water  Quality  Control  Board  (RWQCB)  has  the  overall  lead  or  has  jurisdiction 
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over  in\  estigaiion  and  cleanup  of  L  STs  confining  pe~ole_n  h}  drocartxMis.  la  light  of  this.  DTSC  is 
deferring  tbe  rexiew  of  die  documents  ^ESA.  ceraficasion  lener,  and  ihe  DEIR  ExecuiiN  e  Summan )  to 
the  SF  RWQCB.  DTSC  has  no  further  OMnmeiiL'^  (llrgima  Lasky,  CjJp'brriij  Depamr.cv:  of  Toxic 
Substances  Control) 

Response 

7     .     n>aM  is  noted.  No  cotumems  wTere  received  ±?~  ihe  RegioNnal  Watar  Quality'  Control 

A     :     :i  ?o  p.  163  of  die  Draft  EIR,  ondexgioiind  stotage  tanks  wexe  {Heviousfy  rem 

the  project  site^  and  tesdi^  indicated  that  groundwato*  was  affected  by  a  gasoline  and  benzene. 

:  :    :  :  etfavkne,  and  xylenes  (BltX)  compounds,  ahhouah  the  low  levels  of  hydiocaibcms  did 

~        ~  r:  pound  neater  clean  up.  Ground  watsr  inonitHing  wdls  were  removed  fix^ 

5  _ :  : . :  :     :  ~  is  September  2006.  and  a  INo  Fmdier  Action^  letter  was  subsequent  issued  to 

;  s  _  -  c .  :  . ;  errv  by  tbe  San  Frandsco  EXqwjtment  of  Public  Health.  Review  of  the  Stale 
V"  -  e :  ?.^>ources  Control  Boaid'^s  GeoTracker  wdisite  confinns  that  the  groundwater 
c :  n:-n:r.  2 r. .  n  cleanup  has  been  ccKi^l^ied  and  the  case  is  considered  dosed. 

Comment  [HZ2] 


significant pc55  r  e  rqpactso:  ±e             :  :  ci^       erf:r:i  :: ;     :  r  :>>u;5  :n  area 

readents,  is  CQDSukred  in  die  irjir:       :  ?r  . :  i  .:  :  :  r  -  :  ;;  c:    r;-  —  ;: r^: 

created  by  die  past  presence  c:  :.  z:-^             '  "c  r  :  ^^v:;::  ^  uie  A    .:  .  - 

Hacobkm.  Wivd Budow and .~ .                   .  .   . .    ...  j  .  .  _-_  ...  \ 

Response 

T-e  zrpac-s  o:  po'esd^!;  sne  coii-arniiiariOT  resiiiiing  from  ihe  projeci  si^'s  finmer  use  as  a 
gasol~'e  5:3^0-  irs  ari£\zed  ia  EIR  Secron  I\'J'.  Hazards  and  Hazardous  Mafenals,  pp.  161  — 


167.Asir;  .       :r  ir;  re.~?:r>;  ::  :r;  rr;         ::~_ir.:r:-  ..ri;rg::.ri  5:  :-:ge  tanks  were 
ratnoved  ::      ::  c    :e    .  :       ;  :  :c  :  ig  j:.:         -    .        r  :  r  :    1   j^  e:    2?  required, and 
the  case  5  .     ; ;  :   s^-:  S  -  T _   :  :  :   :  ?  . :  .  H;^        r  Ri^ional 

Water  Q__..:.  J  r      2  7:iere::r;.  ^.e  :  e: :r  ::  ::::  r::r:>;2  rr:         .  _    aot  result 

in  ai^  significant  inqr  _ . :  >  _  >  1  result  of  die  site    r  r. : :  ; 


Cumulative  Impacts 

Comment  [CM1] 

_r  _  . .  .  _  r:opeit>'  owner  (we  own  201  J!15  and  217  Second  Street) ...  [w]e  would  like  to  brii^  it  to 
the  proiect  sponsor's  attention  diat  we  ha^%  asseraUed  a  potential  hi^  rise  ate  immediaiidy  to  tbe  East  of 
222  Second  Street. 


C&R-67 


VII.  Commenjs  and  Responses 


C.  Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses 


"Details  of  this  potential  site  can  be  fotmd  on  Page  36  of  the  Transit  Center  District  Plan  dated 
November  9.  2009.  as  issued  by  the  San  Francisco  Planning  Department  and  the  San  Francisco 
Redevelopment  Agency. 

"The  emironmental  re\  iew  for  222  Second  Street  should  take  into  account  the  ciimulati\  e  impacts  of  a 
development  at  20 1  215  217  Second  Street,  as  discussed  in  the  [Transit  Center  District]  plan  published  by 
the  SF  Plaiming  Dept."  (Robert  Birmingham.  Birmingham  Development  LLC) 

Response 

The  comment  refers  to  discussion  in  the  draft  Transit  Center  District  Plan  concerning  the  Plan's 
proposed  treatment  of  sites  at  the  northeast  and  southeast  comers  of  the  intersection  of  Second 
and  Howard  Streets,  where  the  planned  Caltrain  Do\\"ntown  Extension  \\  ould  require  demolition 
of  se\  eral  buildings.  The  commenter  o^^"ns  the  property  on  the  southeast  comer,  across  Second 
Street  from  the  222  Second  Street  project  site.  The  draft  Transit  Center  District  Plan  profxjses 
that,  because  the  plaimed  imdergroimd  Caltrain  tracks  \\  otild  be  built  beneath  a  portion  of  the 
commenter' s  property,  the  Cixs  consider  vacating  an  alley  that  di\  ides  portions  of  the 
commenter"  s  holdings  to  permit  the  merging  of  lots  on  either  side  of  the  alley.  thereb\  facilitating 
development  of  the  commenter"s  property,'.  It  is  the  plan's  intention  that  "a  new  building  should 
be  encouraged  on  this  site  to  maintain  the  physical  continuir\  of  the  historic  district  along  Second 
and  Howard  streets." 

The  EIR  acknowledges,  in  its  discussion  of  potential  ciraitilati\  e  effects  on  historical  resources, 
that  the  planned  Caltrain  extension  would  result  in  demolition  of  two  buildings  on  the 
commenter"s  property',  at  205  —  215  and  217  Second  Street  (EIR  p.  70).  Moreover,  the  EIR 
considers  a  project  approved  in  2006  on  the  commenter" s  propert} .  a  19-story,  approximately 
180-foot  taU  building  with  approximately  103  dwelling  tmits  and  ground-floor  retail.  This 
approved  project  at  201  Second  Street  was  included  in  the  EIR  analysis  of  impacts  related  to  land 
use  (DEIR  p.  33),  aesthetics  (p.  46).  noise  (p.  94),  wind  (p.  133).  and  shadow  (p.  142). 
Additionally,  trips  generated  by  the  previously  approved  project  at  201  Second  Street  were 
considered  in  the  cumulative  transportation  analysis.  At  the  time  the  DEIR  analyses  were 
prepared,  and  at  this  writing,  it  caimot  be  known  what  form  futtire  de\  elopment  on  the 
commenter' s  property  may  ultimately  assume.  Although  it  \^  as  stated  on  EIR  p.  94.  that  the 
project  at  201  Second  Street  is  likely  to  be  delayed  until  after  constmction  of  the  Caltrain 
extension,  information  pro^  ided  by  the  Transbay  Joint  Powers  Authorit>  in  its  comments  on  the 
Draft  EIR  indicates  that  this  statement  may  not  be  correct,  and  the  DEIR  text  has  been  re\  ised 
(see  Section  D.  Staff-Initiated  Text  Changes,  p.  C&R-76.)  The  EIR  includes  in  its  anah  ses  such 
information  on  the  commenter"  s  property  as  could  reasonably  ha\  e  been  known  at  the  time  the 
analysis  was  prepared. 

Comment  [CM2] 

"The  constmction  period  for  the  proposed  Project  is  estimated  to  be  21  months,  with  occupanc>  of  the 
proposed  Project  expected  in  2013.  It  can  therefore  be  projected  that  exca\  ation  for  the  building  basement 
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C.  Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses 


will  begin  sometime  in  201 1.  The  timing  of  this  excavation  could  coincide  with  the  excavation  of  the 
Transbay  Transit  Center  train  box  between  Minna  and  Natoma  streets,  between  Beale  Street  and  east  of 
Second  Street.  Additionally,  demolition  of  the  existing  Transbay  Terminal  is  scheduled  to  commence  in 
summer  2010.  Therefore,  traffic  management  plans  and  haul  routes  must  be  coordinated  between  the  two 
projects."  (Robert  Beck,  TJPA) 

"The  EIR  should  consider  the  cumulative  impact  of  the  construction  of  not  just  222  2nd  Street  but  also 
the  already  approved  and  proposed  projects  in  the  area.  Will  a  worst  case  scenario  of  multiple 
constructions  going  on  simultaneously  have  a  multiplier  affect  on  the  health,  safety,  and  general  living 
conditions  of  residents  and  workers  in  the  community?" 

"This  EIR  does  not  consider  how  this  project's  construction  fits  into  the  TransBay  Terminal  projects  may 
facets.  Of  high  concern  is  the  potential  construction  of  the  high  speed  rail  or  Cal  Train  extension  through 
2nd  Street  concurrent  with  the  222  2nd  Street  Project."  (Tom  Yamamoto) 

"Cumulative  temporary  construction  impacts  are  not  adequately  addressed.  Potential  concurrent 
construction  of  approved  projects  including  140  New  Montgomery,  201  2nd  Street  and  the  TransBay 
Terminal  Construction  is  not  addressed.  Additionally  the  more  substantial  construction  and  demolition 
due  to  the  2nd  Street  high  speed  rail  connection  to  the  new  TransBay  Terminal  is  not  addressed.  All  of 
these  major  projects  could  reasonably  be  under  construction  at  the  same  time  without  an  analysis  of 
potential  cumulative  impacts  to  the  surrounding  residents  and  workers.  We  also  understand  that  the 
Museum  of  Modem  Art  plans  demolition  of  two  buildings  and  a  100,000  +  sf  addition  nearby.  Air  quality 
degradation  and  potential  congestion  should  be  considered."  (Tom  Monahan) 

Response 

The  EIR  notes,  on  p.  89,  that  "the  project  sponsor  would  coordinate  with  construction  contractors 
for  any  concurrent  nearby  projects"  to  minimize  cumulative  construction  impacts.  This  would 
include  coordination  with  the  Transbay  Joint  Powers  Authority  if  construction  activities  on  the 
two  projects  would  overlap.  Additionally,  the  EIR  states,  on  p.  157  (as  revised  herein  in  response 
to  comments  from  the  TJPA),  that  "construction  of  the  proposed  project  would  be  undertaken  in 
coordination  with  the  Transbay  Joint  Powers  Authority,  which  will  oversee  the  new  Transit 
Center  and  the  Caltrain  extension." 

Concerning  the  potential  overlap  in  construction  schedules  generally,  as  noted  in  the  discussion  of 
potential  cumulative  construction  noise  impacts  (see  comments  and  responses  beginning  on 
p.  C&R-52),  it  would  be  speculative  to  assess  in  detail  the  potential  for  overlapping  but  relatively 
short-term  impacts  from  construction  of  more  than  one  project,  because  construction  schedules 
for  individual  development  projects  vary  substantially  in  response  to  financial  and  market 
conditions.  The  City,  through  the  Transportation  Advisory  Staff  Committee  that  is  overseen  by 
the  Municipal  Transportation  Agency,  works  to  ensure  coordination  between  contractors  of 
construction  projects  that  are  close  enough  to  result  in  potential  traffic  and  related  impacts,  to 
minimize  potential  disruption  of  traffic,  transit,  and  pedestrian  and  bicycle  circulation. 
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Air  quality  and  noise  impacts  of  construction  have  both  been  the  subject  of  legislative  action  in 
recent  years.  As  is  explained  on  EIR  p.  119,  the  Board  of  Supervisors  in  2008  approved  a  series 
of  amendments  to  the  City  Building  and  Health  Codes  (referred  to  as  the  Construction  Dust 
Control  Ordinance)  that  are  intended  to  reduce  dust  generation  form  construction  projects  "to 
protect  the  health  of  the  general  public  and  of  onsite  workers,  minimize  public  nuisance 
complaints,  and  to  avoid  orders  to  stop  work  by  the  Department  of  Building  Inspection."  Because 
all  projects  would  be  subject  to  the  controls  outlined  in  the  Construction  Dust  Control  Ordinance, 
project  and  cumulative  impacts  of  dust  generation  would  be  reduced  to  a  less-than-significant 
level.  Effects  of  criteria  pollutants  emitted  by  construction  equipment,  even  from  more  than  one 
project,  would  not  result  in  sufficient  emissions  to  result  in  violations  of  air  quality  standards  or 
to  cause  substantial  health  impacts  because  such  effects  are  typically  caused  by  either  long-term 
exposure  over  many  years,  which  could  not  occur  as  a  result  of  relatively  short-term  construction 
activities,  or  by  short-term  exposure  to  extremely  high  concentrations  of  pollutants,  which  would 
not  be  expected  from  typical  construction  equipment  operations. 

Cumulative  construction  noise  is  likewise  regulated  by  law,  under  the  City's  Noise  Ordinance, 
Article  29  of  the  Pohce  Code  (EIR  pp.  92  -  95).  See  also  the  comments  and  responses  regarding 
Noise  that  begin  on  p.  C&R-52  of  this  Comments  and  Responses  document. 

Alternatives 

Comment  [ALT1] 

"[T]he  renderings  of  a  NO  REZONING  alternative,  with  the  150'  height  next  to  631  Howard  appears, 
does  not  provide  real  visuals  that  would  allow  an  INFORMED  evaluation  of  that  alternative.  How  it  could 
relate  to  631  Howard."  (Sue  C.  Nestor) 

"[T]he  massing  next  to  631  Howard  appears  to  be  punitive  in  the  NO  REZONING  alternative.  Perhaps 
the  developer  should  retain  a  more  creative  architect  who  can  design  a  building  that  complies  with  all 
elements  of  the  code,  including  height,  and  respects  its  neighbors  and  context."  (Sue  C.  Hestor) 

Response 

The  comments  concern  Alternative  E,  the  No-Rezoning  Alternative.  As  is  stated  on  EIR  p.  1 83, 
and  illustrated  in  Figure  25,  p.  182,  "this  alternative  would  construct  a  seven-story,  90-foot-tall 
portion  of  the  alternative  immediately  adjacent  to  the  50-foot-tall  631  Howard  Street  (William 
Volker)  building";  that  compares  to  the  proposed  project,  which  would  be  about  62  feet  tall  where 
it  abuts  the  63 1  Howard  Street  building,  and  thus  would  be  comparable  in  height  to  the 
63 1  Howard  Street  building  where  the  two  buildings  would  meet.  By  contrast,  the  tower  portion 
of  the  No-Rezoning  Alternative  would  be  set  back  farther  from  the  63 1  Howard  Street  building 
than  would  the  tower  of  the  proposed  project — 45  feet,  rather  than  20  feet.  Therefore,  the  EIR 
judges  that  the  impacts  of  the  No-Rezoning  Alternative  on  the  613  Howard  Street  building  w  ould 
be  similar  to  those  of  the  proposed  project,  and  would  be  less  than  significant,  because,  while  the 
No-Rezoning  Ahemative  would  be  taller  than  the  project  at  the  613  Howard  Street  property  line. 
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the  No-Rezoning  .\ltemative  w  ould  ha\  e  its  tower  set  fanher  back  from  the  63 1  How  ard  Street 
building.  W  ith  both  the  proposed  project  and  .^ItematiN  e  E,  the  631  How  ard  Street  building 
u  ould  retain  fi\  e  of  seven  aspects  of  integrity  (location,  design,  materials,  workmanship,  and 
association),  while  integrit},  of  setting  and  feeling  would  be  impaired.  As  described  on  EIR  p.  67, 
the  project — and,  as  indicated  abo\  e,  Alternative  E — ^vs^ould  "not  'demolish[]  or  materially  alter[], 
in  an  ad\  erse  manner,  those  phy  sical  characteristics  [of  the  63 1  Howard  Street  building  that] 
conve>-  its  historical  significance  and  that  justify  its  inclusion  in.  or  eligibilit\-  for.  inclusion  in  the 
California  Register  of  Historical  Resources:  or  . . .  account  for  its  inclusion  in  a  local  register  of 
historical  resources'  (i.e..  Article  1 1  of  the  PJcnming  Code)"  and  thus  both  the  project  and 
Altemati\  e  E  w  ould  ha\  e  a  less-than-significant  impact  on  the  adjacent  building. 

It  is  noted  that  the  intent  of  the  No-Rezonmg  Altematix  e  is  to  present  a  building  design  that 
\\  ould  both  be  zoning-compliant  and  also  be  consistent  with  the  project  proposal  with  respect  to 
floor  area,  as  well  as  meeting  most  of  the  other  basic  objectives  of  the  project,  as  described  on 
EIR  pp.  15-16. 

Comment  [ALT2] 

"Please  pro\  ide  an  alternative  that  does  NOT  require  an  exception  from  bulk  limits."  (Sue  C.  Hestor) 
Response 

Alternate  e  B.  CompUance  with  Planning  Code  Bulk  Limits,  which  is  described  on  EIR  pp.  172  - 
175,  would  not  require  exceptions  from  the  Planning  Code  bulk  limits. 

Comment  [ALT3] 

"I'm  \  en.  happy  to  read  about  the  parking  lot  at  222  Second  Street  possibly  disappearing  within  the  next 
2  >  ears.  The  fewer  parking  lots  in  the  Rincon  Hill  and  Yerba  Buena  neighborhoods,  the  fewer  private  cars 
on  the  street  (in  theon  )  ...  and  the  safer  I  and  my  neighbors  will  be  when  walking  and  bicycling  around 
downtown  San  Francisco. 

"I  do  want  to  comment  on  222  Second  Street's  parking  garage.  I  would  like  to  encourage  the  Planning 
Department  and  Planning  Commissioners  to  prefer  Altematix  e  C.  the  'no  parking'  option  so  as  to  a\'oid 
creating  additional  traffic  in  the  Rincon  Hill  and  Verba  Buena  neighborhoods  in  the  South  of  Market 
District.  The  area  is  already  quite  dangerous  for  pedestrians  and  bic\  clists,  and  Fd  hope  that  our  Transit 
First  policy  would  discourage  any  off-street  parking  from  being  built  at  the  222  Second  Street  site.  As 
long  as  my  neighbors  feel  endangered  when  walking,  they  will  be  encouraged  to  drive  their  pri%  ate  cars  ... 
and  this  is  not  helpful  to  the  en\  ironment  nor  does  it  realh'  reflect  the  desired  beha\  iors  of  Rincon  Hill  or 
Yerba  Buena  residents  who  Ii\  e  near  the  Ba\  Area's  transit  hub.  I  also  recognize  the  desire  for  bicycle 
lanes  on  2nd  Street  (follow  ing  some  community  input  meetings  I  hope  SFMTA  will  have  this  year  with 
Rincon  Hill.  South  Beach,  and  South  Park  stakeholders)  That  would  tighten  the  bottleneck  of  traffic  on 
and  around  2nd  Street  b\  most  likeK  eliminating  2  traffic  lanes  on  2nd  Street,  and  a  potential  ban  on  left 
turns  w  ould  send  the  \  chicles  bound  for  the  222  Second  Street  building's  proposed  parking  garage  on  a 
circuitous  path  around  the  Rincon  Hill  residential  blocks  that  need  reduced  traffic  in  order  to  become 
more  LIV.'^BLE  -  not  more  traffic."  (Jamie  JiliitakerJ 


CaseNto.  2006.1 106E 


C&R-71 

206337 


222  Second  Street 


VII.  Comments  and  Responses 
C.  Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses 

Response 

The  conimcntcr's  suppoil  for  Alternative  C  is  noted,  and  will  be  considered  be  considered  by  the 
Planning  Commission  and  Board  of  Supervisors  as  part  of  their  decision  whether  to  approve  the 
propose  project.  Concerning  the  potential  bicycle  lanes  on  Second  Street,  as  noted  on  DEIR  p.  78. 
this  project  was  not  included  in  the  approved  Bicycle  Plan,  and  the  Municipal  Transportation 
Agency  will  undertake  a  community  planning  effort  prior  to  release  of  a  Second  Street  bicycle 
improvements  project. 

Comment  [ALT4] 

"Page  181,  setback  of  45'  at  a  height  of  NINE  feet?"  (Sue  C.  Hestor) 
Response 

The  height  of  the  45-foot  setback  is  misstated  on  p.  181  due  to  a  typographical  error:  the  correct 
height  is  90  feet.  (The  height  of  the  setback  is  conectly  stated  in  the  Summai^.  on  p.  S-20.) 

Accordingly,  the  first  sentence  of  the  second  paragraph  beneath  the  heading  "H.  No-Rc/oning 
Alternative"  on  DEIR  p.  181  is  revised  as  follows  (new  text  is  (LouhJe-unjJerlined): 

Under  this  alternative,  the  building  would  be  set  back  about  45  feet  from  the 
western  property  line  at  a  height  of  about  9Q  feet  (above  the  7th  floor). 

Comment  [ALTS] 

"Alternative  C  is  incorrectly  presented  on  page  S-18.  The  project  cannot  produce  10,000  square  feet  more 
office  space  than  it  has  gross  floor  area."  (Ward  Buelow  and  Penny  Eardley) 

Response 

The  comment  relates  to  the  meaning  of  "gross  floor  area"  as  it  is  used  in  the  Planning  Code.  As 
stated  on  p.  10  of  the  EIR,  in  footnote  a  of  Table  1,  gross  floor  area  as  calculated  in  Planning 
Code  Section  102.9  "excludes  certain  portions  of  the  building,  including  accessory  parking  and 
loading  space,  mechanical  and  building  storage  space,  ground-floor  lobby  space  and  5,000  gross 
square  feet  of  ground-floor  'convenience'  retail  space."  As  the  footnote  explains,  office  gross 
floor  area  "excludes  aggregate  of  17,220  sq.  ft.  of  mechanical  space  at  all  office  floors."  Thus,  in 
the  case  of  the  proposed  project,  the  building's  gross  floor  area  is  17,200  sq.  ft.  less  than  the 
square  feet  of  gross  building  area.  Likewise,  for  Alternative  C,  the  gross  floor  area  as  analyzed  is 
about  10,000  sq.  ft.  less  than  the  gross  building  area. 

Construction  Impacts 

Comment  [CN1] 

"Page  2  of  the  summai^  indicates  construction  of  the  project  as  proposed  would  take  about  21  months. 
The  proposed  project  is  a  core  and  shell  type  building.  At  21  months  all  the  walls,  ceilings,  floor 
coverings,  etc.  for  all  of  the  tenant  improvements  would  just  be  starting.  Depending  on  how  quickK  the 


Case  No.  2006.1 106E 


C&R-72 

206337 


222  Second  Street 


VII.  Comments  and  Responses 


C.  Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses 


space  is  leased,  construction  activities  could  continue  on  for  years,  as  evidenced  by  555  Market  [sic]  St. 
now  only  having  50%  of  tenant  improvement  construction  completed.  The  draft  does  not  take  into 
consideration  the  building  type,  and  thus  vastly  underestimates  the  duration  of  construction  activities  and 
their  impact  on  neighborhood  residents.  There  is  a  two-year  construction  which  will  most  likely  turn  into 
a  7-year  period  with  multiple  lane  closures  on  2nd  and  Howard  during  construction,  noise  from  unloading 
truckloads  of  dry  wall  etc...  for  2  to  7  years  creates  not  only  a  nuisance  but  also  impacts  the  health  of  our 
kids.  It  is  a  fact  that  children's  brains  develop  when  they  sleep  usually  between  8PM  and  SAM  yet  this 
EIR  does  not  even  consider  the  impact  of  the  proposed  construction  on  the  well  being  of  our  children. 
(Armand  Der-Hacobian,  Concerned  SOMA  Residents;  similar  comments  from  Ward  Buelow  and  Penny 
Eardley) 

"Construction  times,  to  me,  are  the  time  that  the  building  is  actually  enclosed  and  all  the  exterior 
construction  is  done.  1  am  not  sure  if  it  includes  leasehold  improvement  period  that  could  go  on  for  quite 
a  while,  as  was  raised.  But  1  do  not  know  if  the  impact  of  that  part  of  the  construction  phase  would  be 
nearly  as  dramatic  as  the  phase  during  which  the  building  is  being  completed  and  boxed  in,  and  one 
would  also  think  that,  because  this  occupancy  is  phased  over  a  long  period  of  time,  the  impact  would  be  a 
lot  less  because  perhaps  one  or  two  units  at  one  time  were  being  fit  as  occupants  or  prepared  to  occupy 
them.  But  it  is  an  interesting  question."  (Planning  Commissioner  Michael  Antonini) 

Response 

The  comments  appear  to  refer  to  the  office  building  at  555  Mission  (not  Market)  Street,  which 
was  completed  in  2009.  The  commenters  are  correct  that  the  construction  schedule  given  in  the 
EIR  is  for  completion  of  the  building  itself,  and  does  not  include  subsequent  tenant 
improvements,  which  may  range  from  interior  walls  on  one  or  more  floors  to  more  discrete 
improvements  such  as  the  installation  of  kitchen  facilities  in  an  office  suite.  Unlike  a  single-user 
building,  for  which  all  interior  spaces  are  planned  in  advance  and  built  as  part  of  initial 
construction,  the  foregoing  approach  to  construction  is  common  for  multi-tenant  buildings.  As  the 
commenters  note,  tenant  improvements  would  continue  to  be  made  intermittently,  not  only  for  a 
few  years,  but  for  the  lifetime  of  the  structure.  Such  limited  interior  renovations,  which  would 
occur  at  varying  intervals  and  for  varying  durations,  are  unlikely  to  be  perceptible  to  nearby 
residents  or  workers,  because  the  building  shell  would  preclude  any  noise  generated  by  such 
improvements  from  being  heard  outside  the  building.  To  the  extent  that  material  deliveries  would 
be  required,  these  would  typically  be  of  limited  duration  and  would  generally  occur  outside  peak 
traffic  hours,  such  that  traffic  disruption  would  be  limited.  Likewise,  limited  equipment  emissions 
would  occur,  as  the  work  itself  is  typically  manual  labor,  for  the  most  part.  The  fact  that  such 
interior  improvements  cause  limited  disruption  is  evidenced  by  the  fact  that,  on  any  given  day, 
there  may  be  dozens  of  such  interior  improvement  projects  under  way  downtown  in  both 
relatively  new  and  older  office  buildings,  with  little  or  no  perceptible  effect  on  surrounding 
residents  and  workers.  Such  activities  typically  use  off-street  loading  spaces  at  the  building  in 
question  or  on-street  loading  spaces  in  the  vicinity. 


Case  No.  2006.1 106E 


C&R-73 

206337 


222  Second  Street 


VII.  Comments  and  Responses 
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Comment  [CN2] 

"It  is  a  fact  that  children's  brains  develop  when  they  sleep  usually  between  8  PM  and  8  AM  yet  this  EIR 
does  not  even  consider  the  impact  of  the  proposed  construction  on  the  well-being  of  our  children." 
(Annand Der-Hacobian;  Concerned  SOMA  Residents) 

Response 

In  general,  nighttime  construction  activity  would  not  be  expected,  particularly  work  that  could 
disturb  nearby  residents.  As  stated  on  EIR  p.  93,  the  City's  Noise  Ordinance  "prohibits 
construction  work  between  8:00  p.m.  and  7:00  a.m.,  if  noise  would  exceed  the  ambient  noise 
level  by  five  dBA  at  the  project  property  line,  unless  a  special  permit  is  authorized  by  the  Director 
of  Public  Works  or  the  Director  of  Building  Inspection."  Among  the  factors  that  must  be 
considered  in  the  event  a  request  for  such  a  nighttime  construction  permit  is  requested  are 
whether  construction  noise  would  be  less  objectionable  at  night  than  during  daytime  because  of 
the  nearby  population  or  activities,  whether  nighttime  traffic  disturbance  would  be  less 
objectionable  than  during  the  day,  whether  the  nighttime  work  would  not  emit  substantial  noise, 
economic  factors,  the  degree  of  the  project's  "general  public  interest,"  and  "if  the  neighborhood 
of  the  proposed  work  site  is  primarily  residential  in  character  wherein  sleep  could  be  disturbed." 
Therefore,  the  proximity  of  residential  buildings  would  be  taken  into  account  in  any  such 
consideration  of  nighttime  construction  permits. 

Comments  on  the  Proposed  Project 

Comment  [PR1] 

"I  am  writing  to  urge  you  to  keep  the  building  height  for  the  proposed  project  at  222  Second  St.  at  the 
zoned  heights  or  below.  My  primary  concern  is  the  shadows  that  will  be  cast  onto  Second  St.  and  the 
future  TransBay  Tenninal  building  thoroughfare.  As  the  Planning  Commission  reports  for  the  TransBay 
Terminal  area  have  shown,  sunlight  is  a  key  factor  for  the  successful  use  of  public  spaces,  especially  in 
our  cool,  windy  city.  Please  don't  sacrifice  the  potential  of  the  Transbay  Terminal  building  and  walk  way 
areas  for  a  few  extra  dollars  from  a  developer."  (Katie  Antypas) 

Response 

The  comment  does  not  address  the  adequacy  of  the  EIR,  and  no  response  is  required.  Shadow  that 
would  be  cast  by  the  proposed  project  is  addressed  in  the  DEIR.  Please  see  responses  to  specific 
comments  on  the  EIR's  shadow  analysis  beginning  on  p.  C&R-55  of  this  Comments  and 
Responses  dociunent. 

The  commenter's  opposition  to  the  proposed  project  is  noted  and  will  be  considered  by  the 
Planning  Commission  and  Board  of  Supervisors  as  part  of  their  decision  whether  to  appro\  e  the 
propose  project. 
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Comment  [PR2] 

"I  did  want  to  write  you  a  quick  email  voicing  my  concerns  about  the  222  2nd  Street  Office  Project.  I  am 
a  resident  of  that  neighborhood  and  do  not  want  the  project  to  move  forward.  From  an  environmental 
standpoint,  the  landscape  of  the  neighborhood  will  change  tremendously,  and  the  dust,  congestion  and 
noise  will  not  be  good  for  residents,  businesses  nearby,  or  traffic  flow  going  to  the  freeways  nearby. 
Parking  is  already  an  issue  in  the  neighborhood;  removing  1  more  parking  lot  is  not  the  answer.  I  just 
wanted  to  write  to  voice  my  disapproval  of  the  project."  (Ranee  Kwong) 

Response 

The  comment  does  not  address  the  adequacy  of  the  EIR,  and  no  response  is  required.  Aesthetics, 
construction-related  air  quality,  noise,  and  transportation,  including  parking,  are  addressed  in  the 
DEIR.  Please  see  responses  to  specific  comments  on  the  EIR's  in  the  applicable  sections  of  this 
Comments  and  Responses  document. 

The  commenter's  opposition  to  the  proposed  project  is  noted  and  will  be  considered  by  the 
Planning  Commission  and  Board  of  Supervisors  in  their  deliberations  on  project  approval. 

Comment  [PR3] 

"Granting  the  requested  code  and  zoning  variances  and  exceptions  benefits  only  the  developer  while 
greatly  increasing  the  negative  impacts  on  existing  residents.  There  are  no  overriding  benefits  to  the 
proposed  project  that  justify  the  Planning  Commission  adoption  of  a  Statement  of  Overriding 
Considerations.  A  code  compliant  and  aesthetically  compatible  project  that  combines  elements  of 
Alternatives  C  &  D  should  become  the  basis  of  any  proposed  project."  (Ward  Buelow  and  Penny  Eardley) 

Response 

The  comment  does  not  address  the  adequacy  of  the  EIR,  and  no  response  is  required. 
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D.  Staff-Initiated  Text  Changes 

The  following  changes  to  the  text  of  the  Draft  EIR  are  made  in  response  to  comments  on  the  DEIR  or  are 
included  to  clarify  the  DEIR  text.  In  each  change,  new  language  is  double  underlined,  while  deleted  text 
is  shown  in  strikethrough,  except  where  the  text  is  indicated  as  entirely  new,  in  which  case  no  underlining 
is  used  for  easier  reading. 

On  page  15,  in  the  second  line,  the  reference  to  Planning  Code  Section  310.3  should  instead  refer  to 
Section  210.3,  which  describes  the  C-3  Downtown  Commercial  use  districts. 

On  page  27,  in  the  sixth  line  under  the  heading  "Planning  Code  (Zoning),"  the  reference  to  Planning 
Code  Section  310.3  should  instead  refer  to  Section  210.3,  which  describes  the  C-3  Downtown 
Commercial  use  districts. 

On  page  48,  footnote  17  is  revised  as  follows  to  clarify  the  labeling  of  a  building  shown  in  two  of  the 
visual  simulations  (new  text  is  double-underlined) : 

'      The  visual  simulations  in  Figures  13  and  14  include  a  separate  image  that  depicts  cumulative 
development  approved  in  the  Transbay  Redevelopment  Area  and  the  Rincon  Hill  Plan  area,  as 
well  as  the  planned  Transit  Tower,  another  site  controlled  by  the  Transbay  Joint  Powers 
Authority  (TJPA)  on  Howard  Street  between  First  and  Second  Streets,  and  other  high-rise 
buildings  in  the  proposed  Transit  Center  District  Plan  area. 

On  page  63,  the  first  sentence  of  the  full  paragraph  (in  the  center  of  the  page)  is  revised  as  follows  to 
correct  references  to  the  Marine  Firemen's  Union  Headquarters  building: 

In  addition  to  the  three  districts,  the  project  site  is  also  adjacent,  across  Tehama  Street,  to  the 
Pacific  Coast  Marine  Firemen,  Oilers^  and  Watertenders  and  Wipers  Association  ("Marine 
Fireman's  Firemen's  Union")  haU  Headquarters  building  at  240  Second  Street. 

On  page  69,  the  fourth  full  paragraph  (in  the  center  of  the  page)  is  revised  as  follows  to  correct  references 
to  the  Marine  Firemen's  Union  Headquarters  building: 

With  regard  to  the  Marine  Firemen's  Union  ball  Headquarters  building,  proposed  in  the  draft 
Transit  Center  District  Plan  for  designation  as  a  City  Landmark,  the  project  site  is  separated 
from  this  building  by  Tehama  Street.  Although  the  project  would  result  in  construction  of  a 
building  much  taller  than  the  Marine  Firemen's  Union  hatt  Headquarters  building,  this 
change  would  not  adversely  affect  the  characteristics  of  the  union  haU  building  that  inake  it 
potentially  eligible  for  Landmark  designation  and  listing  in  the  California  Register,  because 
these  features  are  connected  to  that  building's  association  with  events  (maritime  union  history 
in  San  Francisco)  and  not  with  the  specific  design  or  architectural  context  of  the  Marine 
Firemen's  Union  hall  Headquarters  structure.  While  the  Marine  Fireman's  Firemen's  Union 
building  may  be  threatened  as  a  result  of  the  already  approved  demolition  of  other  nearby 
maritime  union  halls,  and  by  the  shift  away  from  San  Francisco  of  most  Bay  Area  shipping 
activity,  the  proposed  project  at  222  Second  Street  would  neither  adversely  affect  the  Marine 
Firemen's  Union  building  nor  contribute  considerably  to  any  cumulative  effects  on  the  union 
hall  or  other  maritime  union  halls  in  the  vicinity. 
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On  page  70,  the  following  text  is  added,  immediately  before  the  heading  "Cumulative  Impacts'"  to 
describe  less-than-significant  effects  of  construction  on  adjacent  structures: 

Exca\  ation  and  other  construction  activities  adjacent  to  the  63 1  How  ard  Street  building  and 
across  Tehama  Street  from  the  Marine  Firemen's  Union  Headquarters  building  at  240  Second 
Street  \\  ould  be  unlikely  to  result  in  substantial  damage  to  either  of  these  buildings  such  that 
their  significance  would  be  materially  impaired,  and  thus  no  significant  impacts  to  these 
historical  resources  w  ould  be  anticipated.  Nevertheless,  the  project  sponsor  would  undertake 
a  monitoring  program  during  construction  to  ensure  that  the  buildings  are  not  damaged  such 
that  their  historic  significance  would  be  impaired  (see  Impro\  ement  Measure  I-CP-1,  p.  75). 

Op  page  75,  the  following  Impro\'ement  Measure  to  further  reduce  the  less-than-significant  impacts  on 
nearby  historical  resources  is  added  prior  to  the  heading  "Conclusion": 

I-CP-1  a  Construction  Best  Practices  and  Monitoring  Program  for  Historical 

Resources.  The  project  sponsor  shall  incorporate  into  construction  specifications 
for  the  proposed  project  a  requirement  that  the  construction  contractor(s)  use  all 
feasible  means  to  a\  oid  damage  to  adjacent  and  nearby  historic  buildings, 
including,  but  not  necessarily  limited  to.  staging  of  equipment  and  materials  as  far 
as  possible  from  historic  buildings  to  a\  oid  direct  impact  damage;  using  techniques 
in  demoUtion  (of  the  parking  lot).  exca\  ation,  shoring,  and  construction  that  create 
the  minimum  feasible  \  ibration;  maintaining  a  buffer  zone  when  possible  between 
hea\7  equipment  and  the  63 1  Howard  Street  building:  appropriately  shoring 
exca\  ation  sidewalls  to  pre\  ent  mo\  ement  of  adjacent  strucmres;  design  and 
installation  of  the  new  foundation  to  minimize  uplift  of  adjacent  soils;  ensuring 
adequate  drainage  from  adjacent  sites;  covering  the  roof  of  adjacent  strucmres  to 
a\  oid  damage  from  falling  objects;  and  ensuring  appropriate  security  to  minimize 
risks  of  vandaUsm  and  fire. 

I-CP-1  b  Construction  Monitoring  Program.  The  project  sponsor  shall  undertake  a 
monitoring  program  to  minimize  damage  to  adjacent  historic  buildings  and  to 
ensure  that  any  such  damage  is  documented  and  repaired.  The  monitoring  program 
would  include  the  following  components.  Prior  to  the  start  of  am-  ground- 
dismrbing  acti\  it>-.  the  project  sponsor  shall  engage  a  historic  architect  or  quahfied 
historic  preser\  ation  professional  to  undertake  a  preconstruction  sun  ej'  of  the 
buildings  at  631  Howard  Street  and  240  Second  Street  to  document  and  photograph 
the  buildings'  existing  conditions.  The  consultant  shall  also  establish  a  ma.ximum 
\  ibration  le\  el  that  shall  not  be  exceeded  at  each  building,  based  on  existing 
condition,  character-defming  feamres.  soils  conditions,  and  anticipated 
construction  practices  (a  common  standard  is  0.2  inches  per  second,  peak  particle 
\  elocit>').  To  ensure  that  \  ibration  lex  els  do  not  exceed  the  established  standard, 
the  project  sponsor  shall  monitor  \  ibration  le\  els  at  each  strucmre  and  shall 
prohibit  \  ibraton,'  construction  activities  that  generate  \  ibration  le\  els  in  excess  of 
the  standard.  Should  \  ibration  lex  els  be  obser\  ed  in  excess  of  the  standard, 
construction  shall  be  halted  and  alternative  techniques  put  in  practice,  to  the  extent 
feasible.  The  consultant  shall  conduct  regular  periodic  inspections  of  each  building 
during  ground-dismrbing  acti\  it>'  on  the  project  site.  Should  damage  to  either 
building  occur,  the  building(s)  shall  be  remediated  to  its  preconstruction  condition 
at  the  conclusion  of  ground-disturbing  activity  on  the  site. 

Implementation  of  the  abo\  e  measures,  which  ha\  e  been  agreed  to  by  the  project  sponsor, 
w  ould  further  reduce  the  less-than-significant  impacts  of  construction  on  adjacent  historical 
resources. 
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On  page      the  paragraph  imder  the  heading  "Transit"  is  revised  as  foIlo\\"S  to  correct  the  location  of  the 
nearest  Golden  Gate  Transit  bias  stops: 

Cuxrenth-.  stops  for  10  Muni  local  and  express  bus  lines  and  the  F-line  streetcars  are  within 
walking  distance  (considered  one-qtianer  of  a  mile)  of  the  project  as  are  the  Muni  Metro 
light  rail  system  and  B.\RT.  accessible  uvo  blocks  north  of  the  site,  at  the  Second  Street 
entrance  to  the  Montgomer\"  station.  Golden  Gate  Transi:  >  GGT)  seri  es  a  b'Lis  stop  located  on 
Howard  Street  at  Second  Street.  diaeonal].\  across  the  sree:  trom  the  pro'ec:  s::e.  T:::s  b_s 
stop  is  sen  ed  b\'  nearly  all  GGT  routes  in  San  Francisco  and  is  used  for  dropping  passengers 
off  onh".  Similarh'.  the  GGT  b'os  stop  on  Folsom  Street  at  Second  Street  is  used  bN  the  v.-^me 
routes  for  nckut^  rasscneers  up  onl\".  AC  TransitT  and  SamTrans.  and  Golden  Gate  Transit 
are  about  one  and  a  half  blocks  to  the  northeasL  at  the  Transba}"  Transit  Terminal.  Caltrain  is 
available  at  the  Fourth  Townsend  depot  \ia  a  connecting  Muni  line. 

On  page  94.  the  second  sentence  of  the  third  paragraph  under  Impact  NO-3  on  EIR  p.  94  is  re\ised  as 
follow^s  to  reflect  the  fact  that  the  201  Second  Street  project  sponsor  and  the  Transba}  Joint  Powers 
Authority"  ha\  e  developed  a  strategy"  to  allow  the  201  Second  Street  project  to  proceed  with  construction 
in  ad\'ance  of  the  Caltrain  Downtown  Extension: 

The  project  at  201  Second  Street  is  likely  to  be  dela}  ed  until  aiter  could  proceed 
independently  of  construction  of  the  Caltrain  extension,  should  that  rail  project  proceed. 
because  although  the  extension  would  require  demolition  and  exca\"ation  at  the  201  Second 
Street  site. 

On  page  95,  the  first  paragraph  is  re\ised  as  follows  to  correct  the  reference  to  the  sponsor  of  the  Caltrain 
DowntowTi  Extension  Project: 

Finally,  in  the  e^  ent  that  one  or  more  nearb>  projects  were  to  be  tmdertaken  at  the  same  time 
as  the  proposed  project,  the  Planning  Department  and  the  Departments  of  Building 
Inspection.  Pubhc  Works,  and  Public  Health,  along  with  the  Transba}-  .Toint  Pow  ers  Authority' 
(sponsor  of  the  Transit  Center  md  )  and  the  Peninsula  .Toiat  Pow  ers  Board  i  sponsor  of  the 
Caltrain  extension),  would  be  expected  to  work  to  ensure  that  all  projects  comph  with  the 
San  Francisco  Noise  Ordinance  and  that  project  construction  schedules  are  coordinated  so  as 
to  minimize,  to  the  extent  feasible,  construction  noise  that  could  be  disruptive. 

On  page  156.  the  last  partial  paragraph,  continviing  to  p.  157,  is  re\ised  as  foUows.  up  through 
footnote  165  to  pro^ide  updated  information  concerning  the  excavation  for  the  Caltrain  downtown 
extension  (DTX): 

The  proposed  Caltrain  Downtown  Extension  would  in\-olye  the  construction  of  a  subwa>" 
ttmnel  leading  to  the  Transbay  Terminal  and  passing  beneath  Second  Street  immediately  to 
the  east  of  the  project  site.  Up  to  50  feet  of  soil  sediments  consisting  of  fill.  Ba>  Mud.  and 
loose  to  mediuir.  dense  ~anne  sands  would  be  encotntere d  at  tniv  "-ocation  v.  h:c"n  could 
potentially  affect  non  seiiimtc  settlement  beneath  portions  of  tne  subv'.  a;. .  The  '.cv.  srength 
and  moderate  deformarlon  characteristics  of  Bay  Mud  could  affect  the  stabiliP.  of  the  ruaaelr 
the  amount  of  grotmd  deiortr-ation  caused  b}'  the  exca^  ations.  and  the  resulting  etfects  on 
adjacent  structures,  including  the  building  at  222  Second  Street.  Pncr  to  the  :'tar:  cf  cut  ana 
cover  constpjction  along  the  Caltram  ahgnment  beneath  Second  Srreeu  the  Caltrain  pro;e;t 
contractor  vi'ould  ensure  that  strppon  for  foundations  of  ad'acent  buildings  is  aaeauate. 
Control  of  potential  mov  ement  of  aducent  structures  is  anticipated  to  be  acct  ntplisnea  rv  use 
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ot'exca\  ation  suppoil  systems,  which,  in  conjunction  with  proper  excavation  and  bracing  or 
tie  back  procedures,  can  ser\  e  as  protection  for  the  adjacent  structures.  This  is  common 
practice  for  the  Bay  .Area  and  \\  as  successfully  used  for  the  Muni  Metro  Turnaround  project 
at  the  east  end  of  Market  Street.  The  tunnel  would  be  constructed  by  underground  boring  to 
the  south  along  Second  Street,  and  by  "cut-and-cover"  surface  excavation  in  Second  Street 
from  Clementina  Street  north  to  the  new  Transit  Center,  including  the  area  adjacent  to  the 
project  site.  In  this  area,  the  top  of  the  "train  box"  would  be  between  about  20  and  30  feet 
below  grade,  and  the  train  box  would  rest  on  a  layer  of  Colma  Sand  that  is  above  a  thick  layer 
of  Old  Bay  Clay  and  Franciscan  Bedrock.  Total  excavation  would  be  to  a  depth  of  up  to 
about  75  feet.  Shoring  of  the  exca\  ation  sidewalls  would  be  undertaken  using  soldier  piles 
inserted  to  a  depth  of  up  to  about  100  feet.^^'-^^"'-"''^  '^-"^1 

On  page  157.  the  second-to-last  sentence  of  the  first  partial  paragraph  is  revised  as  follows  to  correct  the 
reference  to  the  sponsor  of  the  Caltrain  Downtown  Extension  Project: 

In  either  case,  construction  of  the  proposed  project  would  be  undertaken  in  coordination  with 
the  Transbay  Joint  Powers  Authority  and  the  Peninsula  Corridor  Joint  Powers  Board,  which 
w  ill  o\  ersee  the  new  Transit  Center  and  the  Caltrain  extension,  respecti\  ely. 

On  page  157,  footnote  165  is  revised  as  follows  to  provide  an  updated  source  of  information  concerning 
the  exca\  ation  for  the  Caltrain  downtown  extension  (DTX); 

Parsons  Transportation  Group,  in  association  with  Amp  and  Jacobs  .A-Ssociates.  Final 
Geotechnical  Interpreti\  e  Report.  Part  II.  Design  Recommendations  for  the  30°  o  Preliminary 
Engineering  Design  Phase  of  the  Cut-and-Co\  er  Segment  of  the  DTX  .-Mignment  for  the 
Caltrain  Downtown  Extension:  Task  6.3:  Project  No.  1 30642:  Ma\-  18.  2010.  This  document  is 
available  for  reMCu  at  the  Planning  Department.  Io50  Mi>sion  Street.  Suite  400.  in  Case  File 
No.  2006.1 106E.  Infonnation  on  Caltrain  Do\^nto\^n  E.xtonsion  construction  from:  Federal 
Transit  .Vdministration.  Cit>-  and  Count>  of  San  Francisco.  Peninsula  Corridor  Joint  Powers 
Board,  and  San  Francisco  Rodo\  olopment  Agenc\'.  Transba\'  Tenninal  Caltrain  Downto\'in 
Extension R.odo\  olopmont  Project  Final  EIS  FIR.  March  2004:  Case  No.  2000.0 18E:  p.  5  79 
and  p.  5  169.  This  document  is  a\  ailable  online  at: 
http:  xwwi  .transba)  centor.org  TransBax'  content. aspx?id~l  1  L 

On  page  181.  the  first  sentence  of  the  second  paragraph  under  the  heading  "Altemati\  e  E:  Description"  is 
revised  as  follows  to  correct  a  typographical  error: 

Under  this  altemati\  e.  the  building  would  be  set  back  about  45  feet  from  the  western  property 
line  at  a  height  of  about  9Q  feet  (abo\  e  the  7th  floor). 
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•  CHAPTER  VIII 


Appendices 


Case  No.  2006.1 106E  222  Second  Street 

206337 


APPENDIX  A  

Notice  of  Preparation 


Case  No.  2006.1 106E  222  Second  Street 


SAN  FRANCISCO 

PLANNING  DEPARTMENT  

1650  Mission 

To  Responsible  Agencies,  Trustee  Agencies,  and  Interested  Parties:  SanV^isco 

CA  94103-24 

RE:       CASE  NO.  2006.1106E:  222  SECOND  STREET,  SAN  FRANCISCO 

Recepton; 

NOTICE  OF  PREPARATION  OF  AN  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  REPORT  415.558.63: 

Fax' 

A  Notice  of  Preparation  (NOP)  of  an  En\'ironmentaI  Impact  Report  (EIR)  for  the  above-referenced  project,    _  „  ^ 
described  below,  has  been  issued  by  the  Planning  Department.  The  NOP/Notice  of  Public  Scoping 
Meeting  is  either  attached  or  is  available  upon  request  from  Sarah  Jones,  whom  you  may  reach  at  (415)  Planning 
575-9034  or  at  the  above  address.  It  is  also  available  online  at 

415.558.63 

http://www.sfgov.org/site/planning_index.asp?id=37672.  This  notice  is  being  sent  to  you  because  you 
have  been  identified  as  potentially  ha\'ing  an  interest  in  the  project  or  the  project  area. 


Project  Description:  The  project  site  is  located  on  the  southwest  comer  of  Second  Street  and  Howard 
Street  (Assessor's  Block  3735,  Lot  063),  on  the  block  bounded  by  Second  Street,  Howard  Street, 
Hawthorne  Street,  and  Folsom  Street,  in  the  Financial  District.  The  project  sponsor,  Tishman  Speyer 
Properties,  proposes  to  construct  a  25-stor\',  350-foot-talI  office  tower  containing  approximately  430,700 
square  feet  of  office  space.  The  project  would  also  include  retail  space  and  enclosed  public  space  at  the 
ground  floor,  and  two  levels  of  sub-grade  parking  containing  50  parking  spaces  (which  would 
accommodate  about  75  vehicles  with  valet  parking),  as  well  as  small  areas  of  outdoor  open  space  at  grade 
level.  The  proposed  building  would  be  a  LEED  (Leadership  in  Energy  Efficient  Design)  Gold  rated 
building. 

The  Planning  Department  has  determined  that  an  EIR  must  be  prepared  for  the  proposed  project  prior  to 
any  final  decision  regarding  whether  to  approve  the  project.  The  purpose  of  the  EIR  is  to  provide 
information  about  potential  significant  physical  environmental  effects  of  the  proposed  project,  to  identify 
possible  ways  to  minimize  the  significant  effects,  and  to  describe  and  analyze  possible  alternatives  to  the 
proposed  project.  Preparation  of  an  NOP  or  EIR  does  not  indicate  a  decision  by  the  Citv  to  approve  or  to 
disapprove  the  project.  However,  prior  to  making  any  such  decision,  the  decision  makers  must  review 
and  consider  the  information  contained  in  the  EER. 

The  Plarming  Department  will  hold  a  PUBLIC  SCOPING  MEETING  on  Wednesday,  June  6,  6:00  p.m,  at 
the  Marriott  Courtyard,  299  Second  Street.  The  purpose  of  this  meeting  is  to  receive  oral  comments  to 
assist  the  Planning  Department  in  reviewing  the  scope  and  content  of  the  environmental  impact  analysis 
and  information  to  be  contained  in  the  EIR  for  the  project.  Written  comments  will  also  be  accepted  until 
the  close  of  business  on  Jime  18,  2007.  Written  comments  should  be  sent  to  Paul  Maltzer,  San  Francisco 
Planning  Department,  1650  Mission  Street,  Suite  400,  San  Francisco,  CA  94103. 

If  you  work  for  an  agency  that  is  a  Responsible  or  a  Trustee  Agency,  we  need  to  know  the  views  of  your 
agency  as  to  the  scope  and  content  of  the  environmental  information  that  is  relevant  to  your  agency's 
statutory  responsibilities  in  connection  with  the  proposed  project.  Your  agency  may  need  to  use  the  EIR 
when  considering  a  permit  or  other  approval  for  this  project.  We  will  also  need  the  name  of  the  contact 
person  for  your  agency.  If  you  have  questions  concerning  environmental  review  of  the  proposed  project, 
please  contact  Sarah  Jones  at  (415)  575-9034. 


www.sfplanning.org 


NOTICE  OF  PREPARATION  OF  AN  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  REPORT  AND  NOTICE  OF 

PUBLIC  SCOPING  MEETING 


Date  of  this  Notice: 

May  19,  2007 

Lead  Agency: 

Agency  Contact  Person: 

San  Francisco  Planning  Department 

1650  Mission  Street,  4th  Floor,  San  Francisco,  CA  94103 

Sarah  Jones                                                      l  elophone: 

(415)  375-9034 

Project  Title: 
Project  Sponsor: 
Contact  Person: 

2006.1106E:  222  Second  Street 

Tishman  Speyer  Properties  LP 

Steve  Gallagher 

Telephone: 

(415)  344-6269 

Project  Address: 
Assessor's  Block  and  Lot: 
City  and  County: 

222  Second  Street 
Assessor's  Block  3735;  Lot  063 
San  Francisco 

Project  Description:  See  attached. 

A  PUBLIC  SCOPING  MEETING  will  be  held  pursuant  to  the  State  of  California  Public  Resources  Code 
Section  21083.9  and  California  Environmental  Quality  Act  Guidelines  Sechon  15206  to  receive  oral 
comments  concerning  the  scope  of  the  EIR.  The  meeting  will  be  held  on  June  6,  2007  at  6:00  p.m.  at  the 
Marriott  Courtyard,  299  Second  Street.  Please  see  the  attached  for  more  information. 


Written  comments  on  the  scope  of  the  EIR  will  be  accepted  until  the  close  of  business  on  June  18,  2007. 
Written  comments  should  be  sent  to  Paul  Maltzer,  San  Francisco  Planning  Department,  1650  Mission 
Street,  Suite  400,  San  Francisco,  CA  94103. 

Documents  relating  to  the  proposed  project  are  available  for  review,  by  appointment,  at  the  Planning 
Department's  Major  Environmental  Analysis  office,  1650  Mission  Street,  Suite  400.  Please  call  Sarah  lones 
at  (415)  575-9034.  

State  Agencies:  We  need  to  know  the  views  of  your  agency  as  to  the  scope  and  content  ot  the 
environmental  information  that  is  germane  to  your  agency's  statutory  responsibilities  in  connection  with 
the  proposed  project.  Your  agency  may  need  to  use  the  EIR  when  considering  a  permit  or  other  approval 
for  this  project.  Please  include  the  name  of  a  contact  person  in  your  agency.  Thank  you. 


222  SECOND  STREET 
CASE  NO.  2006.1106E 


PROJECT  DESCRIPTION 

The  project  sponsor,  Tishman  Spe\  er  Properties,  proposes  to  construct  a  25-story,  350-foot-talI  office  tower 
containing  approximatelv  430,700  square  feet  of  office  space.  The  project  w  ould  also  include  retail  space  and  an 
enclosed  public  "plaza"  space  at  the  ground  floor,  and  t^vo  lex  els  of  sub-grade  parking  containing  50  parking 
spaces  (which  would  accommodate  about  75  vehicles  with  \  alet  parking).  Outdoor  open  space  at  grade  would 
also  be  provided.  The  building  \vould  be  constructed  to  the  standards  required  for  a  LEED  (Leadership  in  Energy 
Efficient  Design)  Gold  rating.' 

Project  Location  and  Site  Characteristics 

The  project  site,  located  on  the  southwest  comer  of  Howard  and  Second  Streets  in  what  is  becoming  knowTi  as  the 
South  Financial  District,-  is  within  the  C-3-0  (SD)  DouTitown  Office  (Special  Development)  District,  on 
Assessor's  Block  3735,  Lot  063.  Most  of  the  project  site  is  \s-ithin  the  350-S  height  and  bulk  district  (350-foot  height 
limit;  bulk  limits  for  base,  lower,  and  upper  to\\'ers  per  San  Francisco  Planning  Code  Section  270(d)),  although  the 
north\vest  comer  of  the  site  is  \\ithin  a  150-S  height  and  bulk  district,  which  has  a  height  limit  of  150  feet.  The  C- 
3-0  district  is  described  in  Planning  Code  Section  310.3  as  consisting  primarilv  of  high-qualit\-  office  development 
focusing  on  finance,  corporate  headquarters,  and  service  industries,  and  serving  as  an  emplovment  center  for  the 
region.  It  jjermits  office  uses  and  retail  sales  and  personal  ser\  ices  uses.  The  Special  De\  elopment  (SD) 
designation  {Planning  Code  Section  248)  constrains  development  at  densities  abo\'e  the  base  floor  area  ratio; 
additional  densit}'  is  allowable  only  if  there  is  a  commensurate  reduction  in  the  allo\vable  densit\-  of  development 
on  other  sites  in  the  do\s-ntown  bv  the  transfer  of  development  rights  (TDR)  from  eligible  sites.  The  C-3-0  (SD) 
District  permits  a  base  tloor  area  ratio  (TAR)  of  6:1;  a  maximum  FAR  of  18.1  is  permitted  with  TDR.  The  project 
site  is  located  adjacent  to  the  southem  edge  of  the  Ne\s'  Montgomer\VSecond  Street  Consen^ation  District. 

The  23,925-square-foot  project  site  is  generally  square,  except  \s  here  the  westem  property-  line  jogs  eastward  b\- 
20  feet  at  the  south\vest  comer  of  the  lot.  The  site,  ivhich  has  frontages  on  Second,  Howard,  and  Tehama  Streets, 
is  currently  occupied  by  a  surface  parking  lot.  There  are  no  buildings  on  the  project  site,  nor  are  there  any  trees  or 
other  vegetation  on  the  site.  Figure  1  sho\vs  the  project  location  and  project  site. 

Elevation  at  the  project  site  ranges  from  23  feet  above  sea  le\  el  at  the  south  side,  along  Tehama  Street,  to  15  feet 
above  sea  level  at  the  north  side,  along  Howard  Street.  The  project  vicinit}'  is  relatively  flat  and  level  northward  to 
the  financial  district  and  rises  in  ele\  ation  south\vard  towards  Rincon  Hill,  which  begins  its  slope  up^vard  at 
Howard  Street  and  rises  to  over  100  feet  in  elevation  less  than  one-half  mile 


'  Information  about  the  LEED  rating  system  can  be  obtained  at  http:  ^\-■^\^^\  .usgbc.org/T)isplayPage.asp\?Categor\  ID=19, 
accessed  on  April  30,  2007. 

-  Consistent  with  San  Francisco  practice.  Market  Street  and  streets  parallel  are  considered  east-west  streets.  Thus,  Ho^vard 
Street  runs  east-west,  and  Second  Street  runs  north-south. 
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from  the  project  site  to  the  southeast.  Development  in  the  vidnit)'  of  the  project  site  consists  primarily  of  office 
space  above  ground-floor  retail  stores,  and  there  are  numerous  office  uses  within  the  site  \icirut\-.  Tw  o  relati\'eh- 
new  mid-rise  residential  buildings  are  within  a  block  of  the  site,  at  199  New  Montgomery-  Street  at  Howard,  and 
at  246  Second  Street,  on  the  project  block.  The  Transbay  Transit  Terminal  is  t^vo  blocks  northeast  of  the  project 
site,  and  the  Moscone  Center  and  Yerba  Buena  Center  are  one  block  west  of  the  site. 

Project  Characteristics 

The  proposed  25-story  project  would  ha\  e  office  uses  on  tloors  two  through  25  and  approximately  2,800  square 
feet  of  retail  space  on  the  ground  level.  The  ground  floor  would  also  contain  approximately  8,700  square  feet  of 
enclosed  publicly  accessible  "plaza"  space,  the  building  lobby,  tenant-only  common  space,  a  loading  dock  with 
tAvo  off-street  freight  loading  spaces,  and  building  service  space.  The  main  pedestrian  entrance  to  the  building 
lobby  would  be  at  the  center  of  the  Second  Street  frontage,  with  additional  entrances  along  Howard  Street  and 
Tehama  Street.  Vehicle  access  to  the  proposed  below -grade  parking  \vould  be  \ia  a  two-way  ramp  from  Howard 
Street,  at  the  northwest  comer  of  the  project  site.  Freight  loading  access  would  be  from  Tehama  Street.  Figure  2 
depicts  the  proposed  ground  floor  plan. 

As  can  be  seen  in  Figure  2,  the  proposed  building  would  be  an  irregularly  shaped,  eight-sided  polyhedron  in  plan 
view,  and  would  occupy  approximately  73  percent  of  the  project  site.  The  portions  of  the  site  not  built  upon 
would  be  devoted  to  outdoor  seating  areas  and  open  space  (at  the  northwest  comer  of  the  building,  along 
portions  of  the  Howard  and  Tehama  Streets  frontages,  and  at  the  main  pedestrian  entrance),  an  outdoor  terrace 
connected  to  the  groimd-floor  tenant  common  space,  mechanical  space,  and  the  garage  entry.  The  project's 
proposed  retail  component  \vould  occup)'  the  ground  floor  at  the  comer  of  Second  and  Tehama  Streets. 

The  building  would  contain  approximateh"  526,000  square  feet  of  gross  floor  area,  ^Nith  430,632  square  feet  of 
office  space  measured  in  accordance  with  the  Planning  Code.  A  total  of  8,613  square  feet  of  publidy  accessible 
open  space  would  be  required  to  meet  the  Planning  Code  requirement  of  one  square  foot  per  50  square  feet  of 
gross  floor  area  in  the  C-3  Districts.'  Table  1  simmiarizes  the  characteristics  of  the  project. 


Tlie  proposed  enclosed  public  space  on  the  ground  floor  would  be  counted  toward  the  project's  compliance  with  the  public 
open  space  requirement. 


Case  No.  2006.1 106E 


3 


222  Second  Street 


Howard  Street 


Public  Space 
8,655  8f 


SOURCE:  Heller  ManusArchHects 


222  2nd  Street  (206337) 

Figure  2 

Ground  Floor  Plan 


TABLE  1:  PROJECT  CHARACTERISTICS 


(Square  Feet)     (Gross  Sq.  Ft.)  ^ 


Office 


Lobby/Loading  Dock 

Parking 

Mechanical 


Retail 


448,320  430,630 

2,820  2,820 

15,860  0 

47,579  30,144 

11,635  0 


Total 


526,214  430,632 


Parking  Spaces  (Valet  Capacity) 
Loading/Service  Vehicle  Spaces'' 
Height  of  Building 


50 (75) 


2/4 


Number  of  Stories 

Publicly  Accessible  Open  Space 


350  feet  plus  mechanical 
25 


8,655 


'  Measured  in  accordance  with  Planning  Code  Sec.  102.9. 

Planning  Code  Section  1 53(a)(6)  allows  the  substitution  in  C-3  Districts  of  two  service  vehicle  spaces  for  each  required  off-street  freight,  provided  that  a 
minimum  of  50  percent  of  the  required  number  of  spaces  are  provided  for  freight  loading. 


About  30,150  square  feet  of  parking  would  be  provided  in  two  basement  levels  beneath  the  project  site,  with 
access  provided  via  a  two-way  driveway  from  Howard  Street  at  the  northwestern  comer  of  the  project  site  (see 
Figure  2).  The  basement  levels  would  include  a  total  of  50  marked  parking  spaces,  with  capacity  for 
approximately  75  vehicles  with  valet  parking  operation  and  52  stalls  for  bicycle  parking,  which  would  meet  the 
requirement  of  Planning  Code  Section  155.4(d).  The  proposed  floor  area  devoted  to  off-street  parking  would  be 
less  than  the  maximum  permitted  of  seven  percent  of  building  gross  floor  area.  Three  off-street  loading  spaces 
would  be  provided  on  Tehama  Street,  which  would  not  meet  the  Planning  Code  requirement  under  Section  152.1 
(see  Approvals  Required,  below). 

As  proposed,  the  project  would  be  a  tower  of  essentially  the  same  bulk  from  the  top  of  the  building  base  to  the 
topmost  parapet,  with  irregular  setbacks  from  the  property  lines  and  Second,  Howard,  and  Tehama  Streets,  as 
depicted  in  Figure  2.  The  project  would  therefore  exceed  the  bulk  limits  established  in  Planning  Code  Section 
270(d)  for  floor  plates  and  horizontal  dimensions  of  the  tower. 

The  project  would  be  clad  in  an  energy  efficient  insulated  glass  unit  curtain  wall,  with  vertical  glass  fins  that 
would  be  intended  to  partially  shade  the  curtain. 

It  is  anticipated  that  the  proposed  project  would  be  constructed  atop  a  mat  foundation.  Excavation  for  the 
basement  level  parking  garage  and  the  foundation  would  require  removal  of  approximately  240,000  cubic  yards 
of  soil. 

Project  construction  would  take  about  approximately  21  months,  and  occupancy  is  anticipated  in  late  2009. 
Construction  costs  are  currently  estimated  at  approximately  $100  million.  The  project  architect  is  Thomas  Phifer 
and  Partners  of  New  York,  in  association  with  Heller  Manus  of  San  Francisco. 
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Approvals  Required 

The  proposed  project's  office  and  retail  uses  are  principal  permitted  uses  in  the  C-3-0  (SD)  District. 

The  project  sponsor  would  request  approval  of  210,400  square  feet  of  TDR  to  be  consistent  with  the  existing  18:1 
FAR  permitted  with  TDR  and  350-foot  height  limit.* 

The  project  would  require  Planning  Commission  review  and  approval  under  Section  309,  because  the  project 
would  exceed  50,000  gross  square  feet  and  because  the  sponsor  seeks  exceptions,  pursuant  to  Section  309,  to  the 
following  Planning  Code  sections:  ground-level  wind  current  requirements  (Section  148),  if  it  is  determined  that 
the  project  would  not  reduce  existing  exceedances  of  the  pedestrian  wind  speed  criterion;  freight  loading 
requirements  (Section  161(i)),  because  the  project  would  provide  fewer  than  the  required  number  of  off-street 
loading  spaces;  and  bulk  requirements  (Section  270),  because  the  project  would  exceed  bulk  limits  above  the 
building's  base.  Section  309  also  permits  the  imposition  of  certain  conditions  in  regard  to  such  matters  as  a 
project's  siting  and  design;  view,  parking,  traffic  and  transit  effects;  energy  consumption;  pedestrian 
environment;  and  other  matters.  The  proposed  project  would  also  be  subject  to  review  and  approval  pursuant  to 
Planning  Code  Section  321  (Office  Limit)  and  Section  295,  concerning  shadow  impacts. 

PUBLIC  SCOPING  MEETING 

The  Planning  Department  is  holding  a  PUBLIC  SCOPING  MEETING  on: 

Wednesday,  June  6,  2007 

Marriott  Courtyard 
299  Second  Street 
(Comer  of  Second  and  Folsom  Streets) 
6:00  p.m. 

The  purpose  of  this  meeting  is  to  assist  the  Planning  Department  in  reviewing  the  scope  and  content  of  the 
environmental  impact  analysis  and  information  to  be  contained  in  the  EIR  for  the  project.  Each  member  of  the 
public  will  be  given  three  (3)  minutes  to  comment  and  offer  testimony  for  consideration.  Written  comments  will 
also  be  accepted  at  the  meetings  and  until  the  close  of  business  on  June  18,  2007. 


The  building  footprint  would  not  extend  into  the  portion  of  the  site  that  has  a  150-foot  height  limit. 
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PROPOSED  PROJECT 
PROJECT  DESCRIPTION 


Demolition 


New  Construction 


The  project  sponsor  proposes  to  demolish  a  loading  dock  constructed  in  1949  that  is  attached  to  the 
building  at  631  Howard  (adjacent  to  the  project  site)  and  construct  a  26-story,  approximately  350-foot-tall 
office  tower  containing  approximately  430,650  square  feet  of  office  space  on  an  existing  surface  parking 
lot  and  the  area  previously  occupied  by  the  loading  dock.  The  project  would  also  include  retail  space  and 
an  enclosed  publicly  accessible  open  space  at  the  ground  floor,  and  two  levels  of  sub-grade  parking 
containing  54  parking  spaces.  The  building  would  be  constructed  to  the  standards  required  for  a  LEED® 
(Leadership  in  Energy  Efficient  Design)  Gold  rating. 

PRE-EXISTING  HISTORIC  RATING  /  SURVEY 

The  subject  building  at  625  Howard  Street  (historically  known  as  the  William  Volker  Building)  is  a 
Category  II  building  identified  as  part  of  the  Downtown  Plan  and  Article  11  of  the  Planning  Code.  It  is 
categorized  as  a  Category  "A"  building  for  the  purposes  of  CEQA  because  the  is  a  known  historic 
resource  under  Article  11  of  the  Planning  Code. 

HISTORIC  DISTRICT  /  NEIGHBORHOOD  CONTEXT 

The  project  site  is  within  the  C-3-0  (SD)  Downtown  Office  (Special  Development)  District.  Most  of  the 
site  is  within  the  350-S  height  and  bulk  district,  while  the  northwest  comer  of  the  site  is  within  a  150-S 
height  and  bulk  district.  The  site,  which  has  frontages  on  Second,  Howard,  and  Tehama  Streets,  is 
currently  occupied  by  a  surface  parking  lot.  There  are  no  buildings  on  the  project  site  other  than  a  small 
parking  lot  attendant's  shed.  The  site  is  adjacent  to  the  New  Montgomery-Second  Street  Conservation 
District  and  the  Second  and  Howard  Streets  National  Register  District.  Aside  from  several  new  office 
developments  and  the  nearby  Transbay  Terminal,  the  surrounding  area  is  primarily  comprised  of  office 
buildings  constructed  between  1906  and  1929  with  ground  floor  commercial  space. 


1.  California  Register  Criteria  of  Significance:  Note,  a  building  may  be  an  historical  resource  if  it 
meets  any  of  the  California  Register  criteria  listed  below.  If  more  information  is  needed  to  make  such 
a  determination  please  specify  what  information  is  needed.  (This  determination  for  California  Register 
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Eligibility  is  made  based  on  existing  data  and  research  provided  to  the  Planning  Department  by  the  above 
named  preparer  I  consultant  and  other  parties.  Key  pages  of  report  and  a  photograph  of  the  subject  building  are 
attached.) 

Event:  or  ^  Yes      EH  No     HH  Unable  to  determine 

Persons:  or  \^  Yes      d]  No     O  Unable  to  determine 

Architecture:  or  ^  Yes      [H  No     Q  Unable  to  determine 

Information  Potential:    Q  Further  investigation  recommended. 

District  or  Context:        Q  Yes,  may  contribute  to  a  potential  district  or  significant  context 

If  Yes;  Period  of  significance:  District  1906-ca.  1929;  William  Volker  Building  1929,1938 

Notes:  The  subject  building  at  625  Howard  Street  is  individually  eligible  for  the  National  Register  of 
Historic  Places  for  its  association  under  the  events  and  the  architecture  criteria.  The  subject  building  is 
also  a  contributor  to  a  California  Register  eligible  district  based  upon  the  New  Montgomery-Second 
Street  Conservation  District.  Based  upon  supplemental  survey  work  conducted  as  part  of  the  Transit 
Center  District  Plan  conducted  by  consultants,  Kelley  &  VerPlanck,  the  identified  eligible  district  would 
not  follow  the  boundaries  of  the  existing  New  Montgomery-Second  Street  Conservation  District.  For 
more  information  on  the  significance  of  the  New  Montgomery-Second  Street  Conservation  District, 
please  see  Appendix  F  of  Article  11  of  the  Planning  Code. 

Kelley  &  VerPlanck  survey  work  identified  a  California  Register  eligible  district  that  would  include  the 
existing  Conservation  and  National  Register  Districts  and  would  be  expanded  as  well  to  the  east  and  west 
along  Howard  Street  to  First  and  Third  Streets,  respectively,  and  west  along  Mission  Street  to  Third 
Street. 

In  reviewing  the  documentation,  the  Department  believes  that  the  potentially  eligible  historic  district 
boundaries  should  be  revised.  The  boundaries  proposed  by  Kelley  &  VerPlanck  should  be  reduced 
because  of  the  number  of  vacant  lots,  the  location  of  non-contributing  structures,  and  transition  of 
building  typologies  identified  in  these  areas  for  expansion.'  In  sum,  while  there  are  a  number  of 
buildings  along  Howard  and  Tehama  Streets  that  are  important  in  their  own  right  or  contribute  to  the 
overarching  historic  context  of  the  area,  there  are  two  reasons  why  the  Department  does  not  believe  that 
these  areas  along  Howard  should  be  included  within  the  boundaries.  First,  the  building  typologies  tend 
to  be  ancillary  small-scale  support  or  light  industrial  structures  that  do  not  have  a  strong  association 
historically  or  architecturally  with  the  contributing  buildings  within  the  district.  Second,  those  buildings 
that  do  relate  to  the  larger  district  are  geographically  separated  by  vacant  lots  and  non-contributing 
buildings  that  makes  drafting  a  logical  contiguous  boundary  impossible. 

The  Department  believes  that  the  California  Register  eligible  district  encompasses  the  existing  New 
Montgomery-Second  Street  Conservation  District  boundaries  and  the  existing  Second  and  Howard 

  \ 

'  For  more  informatiori  regarding  the  proposed  boundaries  for  the  Second-New  Montgomery-Mission  Conservation  District,  please 
see  the  Chapter  5  -  Historic  Preservation  of  the  Transit  Center  District  Plan:  Draft  for  Public  Review  Noveniber  2009. 
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National  Register  boundaries  as  well  as  west  along  Mission  Street  from  New  Montgomery  to  3rd  Street 
(to  include  the  Aronson  Building  at  the  northwest  corner  of  Third  and  Mission  Streets);  west  along 
Natoma  Street  to  Hunt  Street;  and  west  along  Market  Street  to  Third  Street.  These  revised  boundaries  do 
not  include  a  portion  of  the  Second  and  Howard  Streets  National  Register  District  and  do  not  include  the 
subject  surface  parking  lot  at  the  southeast  corner  of  Second  and  Howard  Streets. 


Integrity  is  the  ability  of  a  property  to  convey  its  significance.  To  be  a  resource  for  the  purposes  of 
CEQA,  a  property  must  not  only  be  shown  to  be  significant  under  the  California  Register  criteria,  but 
it  also  must  have  integrity.  To  retain  historic  integrity  a  property  will  always  possess  several,  and 
usually  most,  of  the  aspects.  The  subject  property  has  retained  or  lacks  integrity  from  the  period  of 
significance  noted  above: 


Location: 
Association: 
Design: 
Workmanship: 


Retains  Q  Lacks 

Retains  Q  Lacks 

Retains  Lacks 

Retains  Q  Lacks 


Setting: 
Feeling: 
Materials: 


Retains 
Retains 
Retains 


I  I  Lacks 
I  I  Lacks 
1   I  Lacks 


Notes:  The  subject  building  at  625  Howard  Street  retains  a  high  level  of  historic  integrity  as  does  the 
identified  California  Register  District.  While  there  has  been  some  impact  to  setting  and  feeling  due  to 
several  nearby  high-rise  office  and  mixed-use  developments,  within  the  district  boundaries  all  aspects  of 
integrity  remain. 


3.   Determination  Whether  the  property  is  an  "historical  resource"  for  purposes  of  CEQA 

I   I  No  Resource  Present  (Go  to  6.  below)  ^  Historical  Resource  Present  {Continue  to  4.) 


4.  If  the  property  appears  to  be  an  historical  resource,  whether  the  proposed  project  is  consistent 
with  the  Secretary  of  Interior's  Standards  or  if  any  proposed  modifications  would  materially 
impair  the  resource  (i.e.  alter  in  an  adverse  manner  those  physical  characteristics  which  justify  the 
property's  inclusion  in  any  registry  to  which  it  belongs). 

^  The  project  will  not  cause  a  substantial  adverse  change  in  the  significance  of  the  resource  such 
that  the  significance  of  the  resource  would  be  materially  impaired.  (Continue  to  5  if  the  project  is  an 
alteration.) 

I   I  The  project  is  a  significant  impact  as  proposed.  (Continue  to  5  if  the  project  is  an  alteration.) 


5.  Character-defining  features  of  the  building  to  be  retained  or  respected  in  order  to  be  consistent 
with  the  Standards  and/or  avoid  a  significant  adverse  effect  by  the  project,  presently  or 
cumulatively.  Please  recommend  conditions  of  approval  that  may  be  desirable  to  avoid  or  reduce 
any  adverse  effects. 
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While  greater  than  fifty  years  in  age,  the  loading  dock  proposed  for  removal  is  a  utilitarian  alteration  to 
the  historic  building  that  was  borne  out  of  the  previous  function  of  the  building.  It  is  not  an  alteration  that 
has  gained  significance  in  its  ov^n  right.  It  does  not  possess  any  of  the  character-defining  features  that  are 
associated  with  the  building  or  the  district.  The  removal  of  the  loading  dock  at  the  rear  of  the  subject 
building  would  not  result  in  a  substantial  adverse  change  to  the  625  Howard  Street  or  the  district. 


6.    Whether  the  proposed  project  may  have  an  adverse  effect  on  off-site  historical  resources,  such  as 
adjacent  historic  properties. 

□  Yes       ^  No        □  Unable  to  determine 

Notes:  The  subject  site  is  adjacent  to  the  William  Volker  Building,  the  Marine  Firemen,  Oilers  and 
Watertenders  and  Wiper's  Association  at  240  Second  Street  (also  an  individually  eligible  historic 
resource)  as  well  as  the  two  previous  mentioned  districts.  The  proposed  project  will  not  materially 
impair  the  Marine  Firemen,  Oilers  and  Watertenders  and  Wiper's  Association  nor  the  Second-New 
Montgomery-Mission  Streets  Conservation  District  or  the  Second  and  Howard  Streets  National 
Register  District. 

The  Department  believes  that  an  impact  has  been  avoided  through  design  gestures  in  the  proposed 
office  building  that  give  the  project  greater  weight  in  acknowledging  the  surrounding  context,  in 
particular,  the  William  Volker  Building  adjacent  to  the  project  site.  The  proposed  building  will 
provide  a  base  that  is  consistent  with  the  height  and  massing  of  the  Volker  Building  and  within  the 
height  range  of  adjacent  historic  resources  associated  with  the  two  districts.  The  cladding  system 
along  the  base  will  be  differentiated  and  perceptible  to  the  public  in  order  to  establish  itself  as  part  of 
the  streetwall  and  relate  its  massing  back  to  the  surrounding  context.  The  tower  portion  of  the 
proposed  building  will  be  setback  on  the  Howard  Street  elevation  and  along  the  west  property  line 
that  it  shares  with  the  Volker  building  to  further  strengthen  the  base  and  provide  visual  relief  to  the 
adjacent  historic  resource.  While  the  buildings  within  the  adjacent  districts  exhibit  more  uniform 
building  heights,  the  subject  site  is  not  within  the  boundaries  of  any  of  these  identified  districts.  The 
overall  height  of  the  building  is  consistent  with  the  area  because  the  buildings  outside  of  the 
identified  districts  contain  a  variety  of  historic  and  contemporary  buildings  that  vary  widely  in 
height  and  massing. 

PRESERVATION  COORDINATOR  REVIEW 

Signature:  "2^   Date:    /^-/ff-  ^9 

Tina  Tarn,  Preservation  Coordinator 

cc:  Linda  Avery,  Recording  Secretary,  Landmark^  Preservation  Advisory  Board 

Vimaliza  Byrd  /  Historic  Resource  Impact  Review  File 
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September  12,  2007 

Potential  Wind  Conditions 

Proposed  222  Second  Street  Development 

San  Francisco,  California 

ESA  206337 


I.         INTRODUCTION  AND  OVERVIEW 

A  wind-tunnel  test  was  performed  on  July  1 8,  2007,  for  the  proposed  222  Second  Street  office  project, 
which  would  be  located  at  the  comer  of  Second  and  Howard  Streets,  in  the  City  of  San  Francisco.  The  test 
was  performed  in  order  to  define  the  pedestrian  wind  environment  that  would  exist  around  the  proposed 
project.  Pedestrian-level  wind  speeds  were  measured  at  selected  points  for  the  site  as  it  presently  exists,  and 
with  the  proposed  project  to  quantify  resulting  pedestrian-level  winds  in  public  spaces  near  the  proposed 
project.  A  third  test  was  undertaken  for  a  cumulative  development  scenario.  Under  present  conditions,  no 
exceedences  of  the  wind  hazard  criterion  occur  at  any  of  the  points  in  the  vicinity  of  the  project  site.  No 
exceedences  of  the  wind  hazard  criterion  were  identified  at  any  pedestrian  locations  under  either  the 
projector  the  cumulative  development  scenario. 

Details  of  the  background  and  test  methods  are  presented  in  this  memorandum  in  Section  II,  Background. 
Test  results  and  discussion  are  then  presented  in  Section  III,  Study  Results,  and  Section  IV  summarizes  the 
findings  and  conclusions.  An  overview  of  the  test  results  and  conclusions  follows. 
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Summaries  of  Tests 
Test  I:  Existing  Setting 

The  upwind  setting  consists  of  the  buildings  existing  in  the  vicinity  of  the  project  site,  characterized 
by  mid-rise  structures  and  scattered  high-rise  towers.  In  determining  wind  conditions,  the  more 
important  high-rise  buildings  in  the  area  include:  the  30-story  W  Hotel  and  the  12-story  Convention 
Plaza  which  occupy  the  northern  and  southern  comers  of  the  intersection  of  Howard  and  Third 
Streets,  respectively;  the  24  story  "Pactel"  building  on  New  Montgomery  Street;  and  the  26  story 
101  Second  Street  building.  Across  Tehama  Street,  stands  a  17-story  residential  tower  (at  246 
Second  Street).  Northwest  of  the  project  site,  across  Howard  Street,  is  a  six-story  building,  followed 
by  several  mid-rise  buildings  as  one  approaches  the  financial  district. 

Wind  conditions  in  the  general  vicinity  of  the  project  site  range  from  sheltered  to  moderately  windy; 
the  average  wind  speed  for  all  51  existing  pedestrian  test  points  is  10.1  mph.  Wind  speeds  in 
pedestrian  areas  range  from  6  to  15  mph.  Wind  speeds  of  14  mph  or  more  occur  at  3  of  the  total  51 
locations.  The  highest  wind  speed  measured  (15  mph)  occurs  at  the  southeast  comer  of  the  26-story 
building  at  140  New  Montgomery  Street,  located  mid-block  between  Mission  and  Howard  Streets  (# 
74).  Forty-one  of  the  51  points  are  currently  equal  to  or  less  than  the  Planning  Code's  1 1  mph 
pedestrian-comfort  criterion. 

The  Code's  wind  hazard  criterion  of  36  mph  is  not  exceeded  at  any  of  the  tested  setting  locations. 

Test  2:  Project  in  the  Existing  Setting  Scenario 

The  project  in  the  existing  setting  scenario  consists  of  the  222  Second  Street  project,  developed 
from  plans'  provided  by  the  project  architects,  added  to  the  currently  existing  buildings  in  the 
project  vicinity. 

With  the  project,  the  average  wind  speed  for  the  51  existing  pedestrian  test  points  would  increase  by 
about  0. 1  mph  to  1 0.2  mph.  Wind  speeds  in  pedestrian  areas  would  range  from  6  to  1 5  mph. 

With  the  project,  as  compared  to  existing  conditions,  wind  speeds  would  increase  at  1 3  locations; 
remain  unchanged  at  24  locations;  and  decrease  at  14  locations.  Wind  speeds  of  14  mph  or  more 
would  occur  at  4  of  the  51  test  locations.  The  highest  wind  speed  in  the  vicinity  (15  mph)  would 
occur  at  the  northeast  comer  of  the  project,  at  the  intersection  of  Howard  and  Second  Streets. 
The  project  would  eliminate  four  existing  pedestrian-comfort  criterion  exceedences  -  one  at  Second 
and  Clementina  Streets,  one  at  Folsom  and  Second  Streets,  one  at  Hawthorne  and  Howard  Streets 
and  one  at  Second  and  Tehama  Streets.  The  project  also  would  create  six  new  pedestrian-comfort 
criterion  exceedences  at  existing  locations  -  four  along  Second  Street  near  the  intersection  of 
Second  and  Howard  Streets  and  one  on  Tehama  Alley  at  the  southwest  comer  of  the  project  site.  A 
total  of  39  of  the  51  test  points  would  meet  the  Plarming  Code's  pedestrian-comfort  criterion  of 
1 1  mph. 


'  Heller  Manus,  Inc.,  concept  plans,  dated  February  2,  2007.  The  tower  has  a  roof  height  of  350  ft.,  with  20  ft.  high 
mechanical  penthouses  that  bring  the  top  parapet  height  to  370  ft. 
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With  the  project  in  place,  the  Code's  wind  hazard  criterion  would  not  be  exceeded  at  any  of  the 
pedestrian  locations  tested. 

Code  Excccdcnccs  and  Potential  for  Mitigation 

The  current  design  of  the  project  as  tested  would  create  no  new  wind  hazard  exceedences.  As  such, 
the  project  as  proposed  would  result  in  a  less-than-significant  effect  on  ground-level  winds." 

Currently,  10  pedestrian-comfort  criterion  exceedences  occur  under  the  existing  conditions.  In  net, 
the  project  in  the  existing  setting  would  add  2  pedestrian-comfort  criterion  exceedences  for  a  total  of 
12  pedestrian-comfort  criterion  exceedences.  However,  with  the  project  in  the  cumulative  setting,  as 
compared  to  the  project  in  the  existing  setting,  pedestrian-comfort  criterion  exceedences  would  be 
reduced  by  1 ,  for  a  net  total  of  1 1  pedestrian-comfort  criterion  exceedences  in  public  areas.  Three 
project-related  exceedences  would  remain  under  cumulative  conditions. 

Given  the  existing  conditions  of  the  site  and  vicinity  and  the  magnitude  of  changes  in  wind 
conditions  that  can  reasonably  be  expected  from  the  project,  it  is  not  believed  possible  to  design  any 
structure  that  fully  meets  the  goals  of  the  project  and  which  fully  reduces  ambient  wind  speeds  to 
meet  the  comfort  criteria  of  Section  148  at  all  locations  in  the  vicinity  of  the  site.  The  addition  of 
street  trees  at  sidewalk  locations  at  the  project  site,  such  as  would  be  required  of  the  project  under 
Code  Section  143,  can  serve  to  reduce  wind  speeds  and  may  reduce  the  number  of  comfort  criterion 
exceedences.  It  cannot  be  assured,  however,  that  the  planting  of  large  street  trees  would  effectively 
reduce  wind  speeds  at  the  identified  exceedence  locations  to  the  criterion  values  or  less. 

Test  3:  Project  in  the  Cumulative  Scenario 

The  project  in  the  cumulative  scenario  consists  of  the  222  Second  Street  project  with  the  addition  of 
9  high-rise  buildings  which  have  been  proposed  or  for  which  entitlements  have  been  obtained  for 
development  in  the  project  vicinity.  With  the  project  in  the  cumulative  scenario,  the  average  wind 
speed  for  the  51  existing  pedestrian  test  points  would  decrease  by  about  0.1  mph  as  compared  to 
existing  conditions  and  by  0.2  mph  as  compared  to  the  project  in  the  existing  setting,  resulting  in  an 
average  of  10  mph  overall.  Wind  speeds  in  pedestrian  areas  would  range  from  6  to  16  mph. 

With  the  cumulative  scenario,  as  compared  to  existing  conditions,  wind  speeds  would  increase  at  15 
locations;  remain  unchanged  at  9  locations,  and  decrease  at  27  locations.  Wind  speeds  of  14  mph  or 
more  would  occur  at  3  of  the  total  5 1  test  locations.  The  highest  wind  speed  in  the  vicinity  (16  mph) 
would  occur  along  Second  Street  adjacent  to  the  project,  at  the  south  comer  of  the  intersection  of 
Howard  and  Second  Streets. 

The  cumulative  scenario  would  eliminate  four  existing  pedestrian-comfort  criterion  exceedences  - 
one  at  Minna  and  Second  Street,  one  at  Natoma  and  New  Montgomery  Street,  and  two  at  Harrison 
and  Second  Streets.  The  cumulative  scenario  also  would  create  four  new  pedestrian-comfort 
criterion  exceedences  at  existing  locations  -  three  along  Second  Street  immediately  downwind  of 
the  project  site,  and  one  in  the  pedestrian  passage  at  the  western  side  of  the  building.  A  total  of  40  of 
the  5 1  test  points  would  meet  the  Planning  Code's  pedestrian-comfort  criterion  of  1 1  mph. 


"  The  Planning  Department,  for  the  purposes  of  the  environmental  review  of  a  project,  has  determined  that  an  exceedence  of  the 
Code's  wind  hazard  criterion  is  a  significant  adverse  environmental  impact. 
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With  the  project  in  place  in  the  cumulative  setting,  the  Code's  wind  hazard  criterion  would  not  be 
exceeded  at  any  of  the  pedestrian  locations  tested. 
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II.  BACKGROUND 

Tall  buildings  and  structures  can  strongly  affect  the  wind  environment  for  pedestrians.  In  cities,  groups  of 
structures  tend  to  slow  the  winds  near  ground  level,  due  to  the  friction  and  drag  of  the  structures  themselves. 
Buildings  that  are  much  taller  than  the  sunounding  buildings  intercept  and  redirect  winds  that  might 
otherwise  flow  overhead,  and  bring  them  down  the  vertical  face  of  the  building  to  ground  level,  where  they 
create  ground-level  wind  and  turbulence.  These  redirected  winds  can  be  relatively  strong  and  also  relatively 
turbulent,  and  can  be  incompatible  with  the  intended  uses  of  nearby  ground-level  spaces. 

In  the  project  area,  wind  conditions  are  relatively  typical  of  conditions  in  the  area,  which  can  be 
characterized  as  sheltered  to  moderately  windy. 

Existing  Climate  and  Wind  Conditions 

Average  winds  speeds  in  San  Francisco  are  the  highest  in  the  summer  and  lowest  in  winter.  However,  the 
strongest  peak  winds  occur  in  winter.  The  highest  average  wind  speeds  occur  in  mid-afternoon  and  the 
lowest  in  the  early  morning.  Westerly  to  northwesterly  winds  are  the  most  frequent  and  strongest  winds 
during  all  seasons.  Of  the  16  primary  wind  directions,  four  have  the  greatest  frequency  of  occurrence  and 
subsequently  make  up  the  majority  of  the  strong  winds  that  occur.  These  winds  include  the  northwest,  west- 
northwest,  west,  and  west-southwest  winds. 

Data  describing  the  speed,  direction,  and  frequency  of  occurrence  of  winds  were  gathered  at  the  old  San 
Francisco  Federal  Building  at  50  United  Nations  Plaza  (at  a  height  of  132  ft.)  during  the  six-year  period, 
1945  to  1950.  Measurements  taken  hourly  and  averaged  over  one-minute  periods  have  been  tabulated  for 
each  month  (averaged  over  the  six  years)  in  three-hour  periods  using  seven  classes  of  wind  speed  and  16 
compass  directions.  Analysis  of  these  data  shows  that  during  the  hours  from  6:00  a.m.  to  8:00  p.m.,  about 
70%  of  all  winds  blow  from  five  of  the  16  directions  as  follows:  Northwest  (NW),  10%;  West-Northwest 
(WNW),  14%;  West  (W),  35%;  West-Southwest  (WSW),  2%;  Southwest  (SW),  9%;  and  all  other  winds, 
28%.  Calm  conditions  occur  2%  of  the  time.  More  than  90%  of  measured  winds  over  13  mph  blow  from 
these  directions. 

Wind  Speed  and  Pedestrian  Comfort^ 

The  comfort  of  pedestrians  varies  under  different  conditions  of  sun  exposure,  temperature,  clothing,  and 
wind  speed.  Winds  up  to  four  miles  per  hour  (mph)  have  no  noticeable  effect  on  pedestrian  comfort.  With 
speeds  from  four  to  eight  mph,  wind  is  felt  on  the  face.  Winds  from  eight  to  thirteen  mph  will  disturb  hair, 
cause  clothing  to  flap,  and  extend  a  light  flag  mounted  on  a  pole.  Winds  from  13  to  19  mph  will  raise  loose 
paper,  dust,  and  dry  soil,  and  will  disaiTange  hair.  For  winds  from  19  to  26  mph,  the  force  of  the  wind  will 
be  felt  on  the  body.  With  26  to  34  mph  winds,  umbrellas  are  used  with  difficulty,  hair  is  blown  straight, 
there  is  difficulty  in  walking  steadily,  and  wind  noise  is  unpleasant.  Winds  over  34  mph  increase  difficulty 
with  balance  and  gusts  can  blow  people  over. 


'  Lawson,  T.V.  and  A.D.  Penwarden,  "The  Effects  of  Wind  on  People  in  the  Vicinity  of  Buildings,"  Proceedings  of  the 
Fourth  International  Conference  on  Wind  Effects  on  Buildings  and  Structures,  London,  1975,  Cambridge  University 
Press,  Cambridge,  U.K.,  605-622  1976. 
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San  Francisco  Planning  Code  Requirements 

This  project  is  located  in  an  area  that  is  subject  to  the  San  Francisco  Planning  Code  Section  148,  Reduction 
of  Ground-level  Wind  Currents  in  C-3  Districts.  The  Planning  Code  specifically  outlines  wind  reduction 
criteria  for  the  C-3  District.  This  analysis  is  performed  using  the  wind  testing  analysis  and  evaluation 
methods  to  determine  conformity  with  the  Code.  These  requirements  are  described  in  Planning  Code  Section 
148,  a  copy  of  which  is  attached  to  this  Memorandum. 

The  Planning  Code  requires  buildings  to  be  shaped  so  as  not  to  cause  ground-level  wind  currents  to  exceed 
defined  comfort  and  hazard  criteria.  The  comfort  criteria  are  that  wind  speeds  will  not  exceed,  more  than 
10%  of  the  time,  1 1  mph  in  substantial  pedestrian  use  areas,  and  7  mph  in  public  seating  areas.  Similarly,  the 
hazard  criterion  of  the  Code  requires  that  buildings  not  cause  equivalent  wind  speeds  to  reach  or  exceed  the 
hazard  level  of  26  mph  as  averaged  for  a  single  full  hour  of  the  year.  These  comfort  criteria  are  based  on 
wind  speeds  that  are  measured  for  one  minute  and  averaged.  In  contrast,  the  hazard  criterion  is  based  on 
winds  that  are  measured  for  one  hour  and  averaged;  when  stated  on  the  same  basis  as  the  comfort  criteria 
winds,  the  hazard  criterion  speed  is  a  one-minute  average  of  36  mph"*,  to  distinguish  between  the  wind 
comfort  conditions  and  hazardous  winds.  The  Planning  Code  defines  these  wind  speeds  in  terms  of 
equivalent  wind  speeds^  an  average  wind  speed  (mean  velocity),  adjusted  to  include  the  level  of  gustiness 
and  turbulence. 

Model  and  Wind  Testing  Protocols 

A  1-inch  to  50-foot  scale  model  of  the  project  site  and  surrounding  several  blocks  was  constructed  in  order 
to  simulate  the  project  and  its  existing  and  future  contexts.  The  scale  model  of  the  project  and  surrounding 
area  was  provided  by  ESA.  The  Project  test  model  was  constructed  by  ESA  from  plans  provided  by  the 
project  architects.  The  scale  models  were  then  tested  in  a  boundary  layer  wind-tunnel  facility  at  the 
University  of  California,  Davis,  under  the  direction  of  Dr.  Bruce  White.  These  tests,  however,  were 
performed  independent  of  the  University. 

Wind-tunnel  tests  of  the  project  were  conducted  for  three  configurations:  the  Existing  Setting,  the  Project  in 
the  Existing  Setting  and  the  Project  in  the  Cumulative  Setting.  In  accordance  with  the  protocol  for  wind- 
tunnel  testing  in  Section  148  of  the  Planning  Code,  each  configuration  was  wind-tunnel  tested  for  each  of 
four  primary  wind  directions:  northwest  (NW),  west-northwest  (WNW),  west  (W)  and  southwest  (SW). 

The  test  procedure  consisted  of  orienting  the  selected  configuration  of  the  model  in  the  atmospheric 
boundary  layer  wind-tunnel  and  measuring  the  wind  speed  at  each  of  the  test  locations  with  a  hot-wire 
anemometer.  All  hot-wire  measurements  were  taken  at  the  same  series  of  surface  points  around  the  project 
site  for  all  test  configurations  and  wind  directions. 

The  wind  turmel  allows  testing  of  natural  atmospheric  boundary  layer  flow  past  surface  objects  such  as 
buildings  and  other  structures.  The  tunnel  has  an  overall  length  of  22  meters  (m)  (72  feet),  a  test  section  of 
1.22  m  (4  feet)  wide  by  1.83  m  (6  feet)  high,  and  an  adjustable  false  ceiling.  The  adjustable  ceiling  and 


Arens,  E.,  "Designing  for  Acceptable  Wind  Environment,"  Transactions  Engineering  Journal,  ASCE  107,  No.  TE2, 
p.127-141,  1981. 

'  Equivalent  mean  wind  speed  is  defined  as  the  mean  wind,  multiplied  by  the  quantity  (one  plus  three  times  the 
turbulence  intensity)  divided  by  1.45.  This  amplifies  the  equivalent  mean  wind  speed  values  when  turbulence  intensity 
is  greater  than  15%. 
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turbulence  generators  allow  speeds  within  the  tunnel  to  vary  from  1  meter  per  second  (m/s)  to  8  m/s,  or 
2.2  mph  to  1 7.9  mph. 

Wind-speed  measurements  at  each  test  location  were  made  with  a  hot-wire  anemometer,  an  instrument  that 
directly  relates  rates  of  heat  transfer  to  wind  speeds  by  electronic  signals  that  are  proportional  to  the 
magnitude  and  steadiness  of  the  wind.  The  hot-wire  probe  was  calibrated  to  an  accuracy  of  within  2%  before 
the  test  procedure  was  begun.  The  hot-wire  probe  measured  the  analog  voltage  for  approximately 
30  seconds  at  each  test  location.  When  converted  to  digital  signals,  this  measurement  provided 
approximately  30,000  individual  voltage  samples  that  were  averaged  and  the  root  mean  square  calculated  for 
each  test  location.  These  data,  when  converted  to  velocity  using  the  calibration  curves,  provided  the  mean 
velocity  and  turbulence*'  values  used  to  calculate  the  equivalent  wind  speed. 

By  measuring  both  the  mean  wind  speeds  and  corresponding  turbulence  intensities,  high  wind  speeds  and 
gustiness  (changes  in  wind  speeds  over  short  periods  of  time)  could  be  determined.  The  ratio  of  near-surface 
speed  to  reference  wind  speed  was  calculated  from  the  hot-wire  measurements.  The  inherent  uncertainty  of 
measurements  made  with  the  hot-wire  anemometer  close  to  the  surface  of  the  model  is  ±5%  of  the  true 
values. 

These  values  were  compared  with  the  free  stream  wind  as  measured  in  the  wind-tunnel.  As  a  result,  each 
wind-turmel  measurement  resulted  in  a  ratio  that  relates  the  speed  of  ground-level  wind  to  the  speed  at  the 
reference  elevation,  in  this  case  the  height  of  the  Old  San  Francisco  Federal  Building.  These  ratios  were  the 
output  data  from  the  wind-tunnel  tests. 

These  output  data  were  reduced  using  a  computer  program  that  evaluated  the  contribution  from  each  tested 
wind  direction  to  the  total  wind  speed  output  ratios  to  account  for  the  differences  between  the  boundary 
layer  profile  in  the  wind-tunnel  and  the  profile  as  measured  at  the  Old  Federal  Building  located  at  50  United 
Nations  Plaza.  The  program  then  computed  the  equivalent  wind  speed  that  conforms  to  the  selected 
criterion;  either  the  wind  speed  exceeded  10%  of  the  time  or  the  wind  speed  exceeded  one  hour  or  more  per 
year.  The  program  also  computed  the  percentage  of  time  that  the  wind  would  exceed  the  speed  criterion 
selected,  and  further  computed  the  percentage  contribution  of  each  wind  direction  to  the  equivalent  wind 
speed  and  to  the  excess  of  the  criterion.  In  addition  to  the  computations  for  each  tested  wind  direction,  the 
program  computed  an  average  ratio  and  used  this  to  compute  statistics  for  "Other"  winds,  which  accounted 
for  all  remaining  wind  directions. 

The  output  of  the  computer  program  is  presented  in  the  Wind-Tunnel  Test  Results  tables  for  normal  winds 
and  for  hazardous  winds.  These  tables,  appended  to  this  Memorandum,  provide  the  detail  of  the  data  and  of 
the  intemiediate  results  that  are  described  above.  The  wind  tunnel  ratios  were  included  in  the  program  input, 
and  the  results  evaluated  in  the  discussions  that  follow. 

Wind  Speed  Profile  Adjustments 

The  standard  Section  148  wind  test  methodology  implicitly  assumes  that  the  relationship  between  height 
above  the  ground  and  wind  speed  (referred  to  hereafter  as  the  wind  speed  profile)  is  the  same  in  the  test  area 
as  at  the  Civic  Center  weather  station.  Wind  speed  adjustments  were  judged  to  be  inappropriate  and  so  were 
not  made  for  this  wind  test.  Because  adjustments  would  have  only  produced  lower  wind  speeds  than  those 
reported  in  this  Memorandum,  therefore,  the  results  shown  provide  a  more  conservative  estimate  of  wind 
conditions  in  the  area. 


Turbulence  Intensity  =  RMS/Mean  Velocity 


TECHNICAL  MEMORANDUM,  ESA  206337,  September  12,  2007 


Page  7 


rESA 


III.      TEST  CASES  AND  STUDY  RESULTS 

Introduction 


Wind-tunnel  tests  were  conducted  for  the  existing  conditions,  the  proposed  project  in  the  existing  setting, 
and  the  proposed  project  in  the  cumulative  scenario.  Fifty-one  pedestrian  locations  were  studied,  including  3 
locations  in  the  pedestrian  passage  at  the  western  side  of  the  project  between  Howard  and  Tehama  Streets. 
Each  scenario  was  tested  for  the  four  prevailing  wind  directions:  northwest,  west-northwest,  west  and 
southwest.  These  winds  are  the  most  common  in  San  Francisco  and  are  therefore  the  most  representative  for 
evaluation  of  the  proposed  project.  Existing  street  trees  are  found  along  some  of  the  sidewalks  in  the 
vicinity,  but  the  wind-tunnel  testing  did  not  account  for  those  trees,  so  the  existing  wind  speeds  and  the  wind 
speed  changes  attributed  to  the  project  could  differ  somewhat  from  those  reported  here. 

Test  Locations^ 

The  locations  of  interest  for  the  Planning  Code  are  those  with  public  access  for  pedestrians.  In  the  model  for 
the  project  scenario,  51  pedestrian  test  locations  (#7-10,  13,  14,  16-19,  21,  31-35,  40-69,  74,  81,  83,  87  and 
89)  surround  the  project  block  on  the  sidewalks  of  Second,  New  Montgomery,  Natoma,  Howard,  Tehama, 
Clementina  and  Folsom  Streets  (see  Figure  1). 

Six  of  these  test  points  (#16-18,  21,  57  and  58)  were  located  immediately  adjacent  to  the  project  site,  with 
three  (#21,  57  and  58)  located  in  the  pedestrian  passage  at  the  western  side  of  the  building  between  Howard 
and  Tehama  Streets. 

Along  Second  Street  between  Minna  and  Harrison  Streets  were  twenty-nine  locations  (#9,  10,  13,  14,  16  - 
19,  31-34,  40-46,  59-61,  62,  64-67,  69  and  87).  Fifteen  points  (#16-19,  34,  40,  42,  44,  59-61,  64,  65,  67  and 
87)  were  positioned  on  the  west  side  of  Second  Street  with  the  remaining  fourteen  points  (#9,10,13,14,31- 
33,41,43,45,46,62,66  and  69)  on  the  east  side  of  the  street. 

Along  New  Montgomery  Street  from  Natoma  Street  to  Howard  Street  were  four  measurement  locations 
(#48,  74,  81  and  83).  Two  of  the  locations  (#48  and  74)  were  on  the  west  side  of  New  Montgomery  and  two 
(81  and  83)  were  on  the  east  side. 

Along  Natoma  Street  between  New  Montgomery  Street  and  First  Street  were  seven  test  locations  (#44-47, 
74,  83  and  87).  Five  points  (#46,  47,  74,  83  and  87)  were  located  on  the  south  side  of  Natoma  Street  and  two 
(#44  and  45)  along  the  north  side  of  the  street. 

Along  Howard  Street  between  Hawthorne  Street  and  First  Street  were  seventeen  test  locations  (#13,  14,  16, 
17,  21,  48-56,  68,  81  and  89).  Eight  points  (#13,  17,  21,  53-56  and  68)  were  located  on  the  south  side  of 
Howard  Street  and  nine  (#14,  16,  48-52,  81  and  89)  along  the  north  side  of  the  street. 

Along  Tehama  Street  between  Second  Street  and  First  Street  were  seven  test  locations  (#7-10,  19,  58  and 
59).  Two  points  (#10  and  59)  were  located  on  the  south  side  of  Tehama  Street  and  five  (#7-9,  19  and  58) 
along  the  north  side  of  the  street. 


The  location  numbers  were  assigned  based  on  numbering  used  for  previous  testing  in  the  project  vicinity  and  new 
locations  added  for  the  present  study;  thus,  the  location  numbers  themselves  hold  no  significance  to  the  analysis  of 
wind  results. 
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Along  Clementina  Street  between  Second  Street  and  First  Street  were  three  test  locations  (#31,  32  and  35). 
Two  points  (#31  and  32)  were  located  on  the  north  and  south  comer  of  the  intersection  of  Clementina  and 
Second  Streets,  respectively.  The  other  point  (#35)  was  located  at  a  midpoint  in  the  alley. 

Along  Folsom  Street  between  Hawthorne  Street  and  Second  Street  were  five  test  locations  (#33,  34  and  61- 
63).  Three  points  (#61-63)  were  located  on  the  south  side  of  Folsom  Street  and  two  (#33  and  34)  along  the 
north  side  of  the  street. 

Note  that  in  describing  wind  conditions,  some  points  were  refened  to  in  more  than  one  group.  For  the 
purpose  of  identifying  the  applicable  wind  comfort  criterion  of  the  Code,  all  of  the  test  locations  were 
considered  to  be  pedestrian. 

Wind  Evaluation  and  Criteria 

Just  as  the  wind-tunnel  testing  was  perfonned  in  accordance  with  the  test  protocols  of  Planning  Code 
Section  148,  the  pcrfonnancc  requirements  of  Code  Section  148  were  used  to  evaluate  the  results  of  the 
tests.  The  mean  wind  speeds  were  compared  to  the  Code's  comfort  criteria  of  1 1  mph  for  areas  of  substantial 
pedestrian  use  and  7  mph  for  seating  areas,  each  not  to  be  exceeded  more  than  10%  of  the  time.  Separate 
calculations  evaluated  compliance  with  the  hazard  criterion.  As  previously  noted,  the  wind  data  observed  at 
the  Old  San  Francisco  Federal  Building  were  not  fiill  hour  average  speeds  as  identified  by  the  Code,  so  it  is 
necessary  to  adjust  the  wind  criterion  speed  to  obtain  a  valid  comparison  with  the  available  data  and  the 
equivalent  wind  speeds  based  on  those  data.  When  normalized  to  the  equivalent  wind  speeds  used  here,  the 
hazard  criterion  speed  is  equal  to  36  mph,  the  value  used  in  the  tables.  Throughout  the  following  discussion 
the  wind  speeds  reported  refer  to  the  equivalent  wind  speeds  that  would  be  exceeded  10%  of  the  time  when 
referring  to  the  comfort  criteria,  and  about  0.01 1416%)  of  the  time  when  referring  to  the  hazard  criterion. 

Test  Output 

The  basic  wind-tunnel  test  data  and  the  detailed  outputs  of  the  computer  program  were  presented  in  tables  of 
comfort  criteria  and  hazard  criteria  evaluations  for  each  of  the  scenarios.  Existing,  Project  and  Cumulative. 
These  output  tables,  appended  to  this  Memorandum,  provide  the  detail  of  the  data  and  the  intermediate 
results  described  above.  The  wind-tunnel  ratios  and  the  wind  profile  adjustment  factors  for  each  wind 
direction  were  included.  The  results  were  evaluated  in  the  discussions  that  follow. 

Figure  1  identifies  the  measurement  point  locations.  Summary  information  about  the  wind-tunnel  test  results 
and  evaluations  of  compliance  with  the  comfort  and  hazard  criteria  were  presented  for  the  Existing,  Project 
and  Cumulative  scenarios  in  summary  Tables  1  and  2.  Table  1  presents  the  Pedestrian-Comfort  Analysis 
results,  namely  the  measured  1 0%  exceeded  speed  and  the  percentage  of  time  that  the  comfort  criterion  is 
exceeded  for  each  test  location  and  test  scenario.  Table  2  presents  the  Wind  Hazard  Analyses  results,  the 
equivalent  wind  speed  and  the  number  of  hours  per  year  of  exceedence  of  the  hazard  criterion  for  each  test 
location  and  test  scenario. 

Throughout  the  following  discussion,  references  are  made  to  values  from  these  Tables.  Note  that  the  times 
in  hours  and  wind  speeds  in  mph  presented  in  those  tables  were  rounded  to  the  nearest  integer  value.  The 
sums,  differences  and  averages  presented  also  xVere  rounded  after  calculations  that  were  made  using  the 
actual  (unrounded)  values.  As  a  result,  what  may  appear  to  be  discrepancies  in  the  tabular  resuhs,  such  as 
sums  for  each  of  the  columns  or  differences  between  values  for  project  and  existing  conditions,  are  simply 
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due  to  the  rounding  of  results.  However,  the  rounded  values  of  the  differences  in  wind  speeds  and  in  hours 
of  exceedences  in  the  Tables  best  represent  the  measured  changes  in  those  quantities. 
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Discussion 

Throughout  the  following  discussion  the  wind  speeds  reported  refer  to  the  equivalent  wind  speeds  that 
would  be  exceeded  10%  of  the  time  when  referring  to  the  Pedestrian-Comfort  Criterion,  and  winds  exceeded 

I  hour  per  year  when  referring  to  the  Wind  Hazard  Criterion. 

TEST  1  -  THE  EXISTING  WIND  ENVIRONMENT 
The  Existing  Setting 

This  setting  consists  generally  of  the  existing  buildings  in  the  vicinity  of  the  project  site.  Development  in  the 
immediate  vicinity  is  characterized  by  mid-rise  structures  and  scattered  high-rise  towers.  In  determining 
wind  conditions,  the  more  important  high-rise  buildings  in  the  area  include:  the  30-story  W  Hotel  and  the 
1 2-story  Convention  Plaza  which  occupy  the  northern  and  southern  comers  of  the  intersection  of  Howard 
and  Third  Streets,  respectively;  the  24  story  "Pactel"  building  on  New  Montgomery  Street;  and  the  26  story 
101  Second  Street  building.  On  the  project  block  and  to  the  south,  across  Tehama  Street,  stands  a  16-story 
residential  tower  (at  246  Second  Street).  To  the  north  of  the  project  site,  across  Howard  Street,  is  a  six-story 
building,  followed  by  several  mid-rise  buildings  as  one  approaches  the  financial  district. 

Existing  Comfort  Criterion  Conditions 

The  general  vicinity  of  the  project  site  is  sheltered  to  moderately  windy;  the  average  wind  speed  for  all  51 
existing  pedestrian  test  points  is  10.1  mph.  Wind  speeds  in  pedestrian  areas  range  from  6  to  15  mph.  Wind 
speeds  of  14  mph  or  more  occur  at  3  of  the  total  51  locations.  The  highest  wind  speed  in  the  vicinity  (15 
mph)  occurs  at  the  southeast  comer  of  the  26-story  building  at  140  New  Montgomery  Street,  located  mid- 
block  between  Mission  and  Howard  Streets  (#  74).  Foity-one  of  the  51  points  (#s  7-10,  13,  14,16-19,21,32, 
34,  35,  40,  42-58,  60-62,  64,  65,  67,  81,  87  and  89)  are  currently  equal  to  or  less  than  the  Planning  Code's 

I I  mph  pedestrian-comfort  criterion.  See  Figure  1  and  Table  1 . 

At  the  six  test  points  (#17-19,  21,  57  and  58)  immediately  adjacent  to  the  proposed  project  site,  wind  speeds 
currently  range  from  6  to  11  mph,  none  of  which  exceed  the  pedestrian  comfort  criterion. 

Wind  speeds  range  from  6  mph  to  14  mph  at  the  twenty-nine  locations  (#9,  10,  13,  14,  16  -19,  31-34,  40-46, 
59-61,  62,  64-67,  69  and  87)  along  Second  Street  between  Minna  and  Harrison  Streets.  The  highest  wind 
speeds  (12-14  mph)  occur  predominantly  on  the  eastern  side  of  Second  Street  at  the  intersections  of  streets 
and  alleys,  such  as  Minna  Alley  (#41),  Clementina  Alley  (#31),  Folsom  Street  (#33)  and  Harrison  Street 
(#66  and  69).  The  remaining  two  exceedences  occur  at  the  southwestem  comers  of  Tehama  and  Second 
Streets  (#59)  and  Natoma  and  Second  Streets  (#87).  Winds  at  23  of  these  twenty-nine  locations  (#9,  10.  13, 
14,  16-19,  32,  34,  40,  42-46,  60-62,  64-67,  87)  are  at  or  less  than  the  pedestrian-comfort  criterion. 

Along  New  Montgomery  Street  from  Natoma  Street  to  Howard  Street,  wind  speeds  at  the  four  measurement 
locations  (#48,  74,  81  and  83)  range  from  1 1  to  15  mph.  Winds  at  2  of  the  4  locations  (#74  and  83)  exceed 
the  pedestrian-comfort  criterion.  These  include  the  highest  wind  speed  in  the  vicinity  ( 1 5  mph)  occuring  at 
the  southeast  comer  of  the  26-story  building  at  140  New  Montgomery  Street  (#74).  The  other  exceedence 
(12  mph)  is  located  directly  across  New  Montgomery  Street  from  the  building  (#83). 

Along  Natoma  Street  between  New  Montgomery  Street  and  First  Street,  wind  speeds  at  the  seven 
measurement  locations,  (#44-47,  74,  83  and  87)  which  include  the  aforementioned  building  at  140  New 
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MontgomciA'  Street,  range  from  7  to  15  mph.  Winds  at  5  of  the  seven  locations  (#44-47  and  87)  are  at  or  less 
than  the  pedestrian-comfort  criterion. 

Along  Howard  Street  between  Hawthorne  Street  and  First  Street,  wind  speeds  at  the  seventeen  measurement 
locatfons  (#13,  14.  16.  17.21.48,49-56,  68,81  and  89)  range  from  6  to  12  mph.  Winds  at  16  of  the  17 
locations  (#13.  14.  16.  1 7.  2 1 .  48, 49-56,  81  and  89)  are  at  or  less  than  the  pedestrian-comfort  criterion. 

Along  Tehama  Street  between  Second  Street  and  First  Street,  wind  speeds  at  the  seven  measurement 
locations  (#7-10.  19,  58  and  59)  range  from  10  to  12  mph.  Winds  at  6  of  the  7  locations  (#7-10,  19,  and  58) 
arc  at  or  less  than  the  pedestrian-comfort  criterion. 

Along  Clementina  Street  between  Second  Street  and  First  Street  wind  speeds  at  the  three  measurement 
locations  (#31.  32  and  35)  range  from  10  to  12  mph.  Winds  at  2  of  the  3  locations  (#32  and  35)  are  at  or  less 
than  the  pedestrian-comfort  criterion. 

Along  Folsom  Street  between  Hawthorne  Street  and  Second  Street,  wind  speeds  at  the  five  measurement 
locations  (#33.  34  and  61-63)  range  from  10  to  14  mph.  Winds  at  3  of  the  5  locations  (#34,  61  and  62)  are  at 
or  less  than  the  pedestrian-comfort  criterion.  The  two  exceedences  (both  14  mph)  occur  at  the  southwest 
comer  of  Folsom  and  Hawthorne  Streets  (#63)  and  at  the  northwest  comer  of  Folsom  and  Second  Streets. 

Existing  Hazard  Conditions 

The  Code's  wind  hazard  criterion  is  not  exceeded  at  any  of  the  51  existing  pedestrian  test  locations.  See 
Table  2. 
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Table  1  Wind  Comfort  Analysis  -  Existing,  Proposed  Project  and  Cumulative  Conditions 

222  Second  Street  Wind-Tunnel  Test,  July  2007 


TABLE  1 :  Wind  Comfort  Analysis 
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15 

2 

e 

9 

6 

-4 

87 

11 

9 

4 

9 

4 

8 

3 

-1 

69 

11 

6 

0 

9 

3 

3 

10 

5 

Average  mph  and  % 

10.1  mph 

8% 

10.2  mph 

8% 

0.2  mph 

10  mph 

8% 

-0.2  mph 

Exceedances 

1  Total 

10 

1 

Total 

12 

1 

Total 

11  1 

Counts 

Existing 

10 

e 

Existing 

6 

e 

Existing  or  Project 

7 

e/p 

New,  due  to  scenario 

6 

s 

New,  due  to  scenario 

4 

s 

New,  at  new  location 

0 

n 

New,  at  new  location 

0 

n 

Eliminated 

4 

Eliminated 

5 

Note:  Wind  speeds  and  durations  are  rounded,  so  column  totals  and  row  differences  may  not  add. 
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Table  2  W  ind  Hazard  Analysis  -  Existing,  Proposed  Project  and  Cumulative  Conditions 

222  Second  Street  W  ind-Tunnel  Test,  July  2007 


TftBLE  ;  Wind  Hjurt  Aiulysg 


R«f«f«nGes 

existing  Seninq 

Project 

Cumulative 

e 

Hours  per 

e 

Hours  per 

e 

year 

X 

year 

Hours 

X 

year 

c 

Measured 

Wind 

Cnange 

c 

Measured 

Wind 

c 

Sf>ee<J 

e 

Equivalent 

Speed 

Relative 

e 

Equivalent 

Speed 

t^urs 

Cntenoti 

mna 

Exceeds 

e 

Wmd 

Exceeds 

to 

e 

Wind 

Exceeds 

Change 

Location 

Speed 

Speed 

Hazaid 

d 

Speed 

HazBrd 

d 

MinDer 

(mpni 

Cntenon 

s 

fmpftj 

Cntenon 

Setting 

s 

(mph) 

Cntenon 

to  Project 

s 

7 

' 

IS 

S 

19 

9 

36 

29 

30 

27 

10 

36 

24 

20 

21 

13 

36 

26 

28 

14 

36 

27 

32 

16 

36 

15 

20 

19 

17 

36 

22 

18 

36 

26 

26 

19 

36 

23 

22 

29 

21 

36 

20 

22 

26 

31 

36 

23 

26 

32 

36 

23 

16 

33 

36 

24 

34 

36 

26 

13 

16 

35 

36 

18 

20 

18 

40 

36 

16 

14 

20 

41 

36 

20 

20 

42 

36 

20 

18 

20 

43 

36 

17 

17 

20 

44 

36 

14 

14 

13 

45 

36 

25 

26 

15 

46 

36 

21 

22 

17 

36 

14 

12 

48 

36 

30 

26 

19 

49 

36 

.  16 

18 

15 

50 

36 

19 

17 

17 

SI 

36 

16 

15 

22 

52 

36 

11 

10 

17 

53 

36 

19 

21 

20 

54 

36 

19 

20 

20 

55 

36 

Id 

14 

22 

56 

36 

15 

13 

21 

57 

36 

10 

19 

27 

58 

36 

14 

26 

29 

59 

36 

24 

21 

22 

60 

36 

25 

21 

24 

61 

36 

19 

18 

18 

62 

36 

19 

18 

17 

63 

36 

27 

27 

24 

64 

36 

18 

15 

16 

65 

36 

22 

22 

22 

66 

36 

24 

21 

20 

67 

36 

20 

19 

20 

68 

36 

22 

19 

18 

69 

36 

20 

20 

20 

74 

36 

32 

30 

28 

81 

36 

19 

19 

19 

83 

36 

26 

30 

21 

87 

36 

20 

20 

18 

as 

36 

14 

18 

19 

21  mp^ 

21  mp*i 

Ohr 

0/ir 

21  mph 

onr 

Ohr 

ExcMdsnces 

1  Tool 

1 

Tola! 

0  1 

1 

Total 

0  1 

£i  sling 

0 

• 

Ex'Sting 

0 

e 

EMisling  or  Project 

0 

to  SCenarx^ 

0 

New.  due  to  scenano 

0 

s 

Nevi,  at  new  iocat'on 

0 

New.  at  n 

sw  location 

0 

Elminated 

0 

Eliminated 

0 

Note:  Wind  speeds  and  durations  arc  rounded,  so  column  totals  and  row  differences  may  not  add.  A  hazard  criterion  exceedence  w  ould  be  shown  by 
an  entr>'  of  the  number  of  hours  per  year  that  the  hazard  cnterion  is  exceeded. 
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TEST  2  -  PROJECT  WIND  IMPACTS 

Project  in  the  Existing  Setting 

The  project  setting  consists  of  the  222  Second  Street  project,  developed  from  plans**  provided  by  the  project 
architects,  that  was  added  to  the  existing  setting  that  was  described  under  Test  1.  The  project  is  located  on 
the  south  comer  of  the  intersection  of  Howard  and  Second  Streets. 

Comfort  Criterion  Conditions 

With  the  project,  the  average  wind  speed  for  the  51  test  points  would  be  10.2  mph.  representing  an  increase 
of  0. 1  mph  from  the  average  of  10. 1  mph  under  existing  conditions.  Wind  speeds  in  the  pedestrian  areas 
would  range  from  6  to  15  mph.  The  project  would  add  new  exceedences  of  the  pedestrian  comfort  criteria  at 
six  existing  test  locations  (#9,  13,  14,  17,  19  and  58)  and  would  four  existing  pedestrian-comfort  criterion 
exceedences  (#31,  33,  59  and  68).  Winds  at  three  of  the  six  locations  immediately  adjacent  to  the  project 
would  be  in  excess  of  the  Planning  Code's  1 1  mph  pedestrian-comfort  criterion  (#17,  19  and  58).  Overall, 
wind  speeds  at  39  of  the  51  points  (#s  7.  8,  10.  16.  18.  21,  31-35.  40.  42,  43-57.  59-62.  64.  65.  67.  68,  81,  87, 
89)  would  be  at  or  less  than  the  Planning  Code's  pedestrian-comfort  criterion  value  of  1 1  mph.  See  Figure  1 
and  Table  1 . 

With  the  project,  as  compared  to  conditions  at  the  existing  locations,  wmd  speeds  would  increase  at  13 
locations;  remain  unchanged  at  24  locations;  and  decrease  at  14  locations.  Wind  speeds  of  14  mph  or  more 
would  occur  at  4  of  the  51  test  locations.  The  highest  wind  speed  in  the  \  icinity  (15  mph)  would  occur  at  the 
northeast  comer  of  the  project,  at  the  intersection  of  Howard  and  Second  Streets  (#17). 

With  the  project,  consequential  wind  speed  decreases  of  2  mph  would  occur  at  two  locations  {'^1  and  32) 
downwind  of  the  proposed  building,  at  the  intersection  of  Clementina  Alley  and  Second  Street  and  in 
Tehama  Alley.  Larger  magnitude  wind  speed  increases  of  4  to  5  mph  would  occur  at  two  locations  (#16  and 
17)  immediately  adjacent  to  the  project  at  and  slightly  south  of  the  intersection  of  Second  and  Howard 
Streets.  Overall,  decreases  in  wind  speeds  in  the  project  vicinity  would  eliminate  four  existing  exceedences 
(#31,  32,  59  and  68),  while  the  increases  would  add  six  new  exceedences  of  the  pedestrian  comfort  criterion 
at  existing  locations. 

At  the  six  test  points  (#17-19,  21,  57  and  58)  immediately  surrounding  the  project  site,  wind  speeds  would 
range  from  8  to  15  mph,  three  of  which  (1 8,  21  and  57)  would  be  at  or  less  than  the  pedestrian  comfort 
criterion.  As  noted  above,  the  highest  wind  speed  in  the  vicinity  (15  mph)  would  occur  adjacent  to  project  at 
the  southwest  comer  of  the  intersection  of  Howard  and  Second  Streets  (#17).  This  would  be  an  increase  of 
5  mph  over  the  existing  wind  speed  at  this  location.  There  would  be  a  7  mph  increase  in  wind  speed,  the 
largest  wind  speed  increase  overall,  which  would  occur  at  the  southwest  comer  of  the  proposed  building 
near  the  end  of  the  pedestrian  passage  at  Teham.a  Alley  (#58). 

Wind  speeds  would  range  from  7  mph  to  15  mph  at  the  twenty -nine  locations  (?=^9.  10.  13.  14.  16-19.  31-34, 
40-46,  59-61,  62.  64-67.  69  and  87)  along  Second  Street  between  Minna  and  Harrison  Streets.  The  highest 
wind  speeds  (13-15  mph)  would  occur  on  both  sides  of  Second  Street  at  the  intersection  of  Second  and 


Heller  Manus.  Inc..  concept  plans,  dated  Februan,  2.  2007.  The  tower  has  a  roof  height  of  350  ft.,  with  20  ft.  high 
mechanical  penthouses  that  bring  the  top  parapet  height  to  370  ft. 
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Howard  Streets  (#13,  14  and  1 7)  and  on  the  east  side  of  the  intersection  of  Second  Street  and  Tehama  Alley 
(#9).  Winds  at  22  of  these  twenty-nine  locations  (#10,  16.  18,  31-34.  40,  42-47,  59-62,  64,  65,  67  and  87) 
would  be  at  i>r  less  than  the  pedestrian-comfort  criterion. 

Along  New  Montgomery  Street  from  Natoma  Street  to  Howard  Street,  wind  speeds  at  the  four  measurement 
locations  (#4S.  74,  SI  and  S3)  would  range  from  10  to  14  mph.  Winds  at  2  of  the  four  locations  (#48  and  81) 
would  be  at  or  less  than  the  pedestrian-comfort  criterion. 

.Mong  Natoma  Street  betw  een  New  Montgomery  Street  and  First  Street,  wind  speeds  at  the  seven 
measurement  locations,  (pAA-AI,  74.  S3  and  87)  which  include  the  aforementioned  Pacific  BcU/SBC/AT&T 
Building,  would  range  from  7  to  14  mph.  Winds  at  5  of  the  seven  locations  (#44-47,  and  87)  would  be  at  or 
less  than  the  pedestrian-comfort  criterion. 

Along  Ho\N  ard  Street  between  Hawthorne  Street  and  First  Street,  wind  speeds  at  the  seventeen 
measurement  locations  (#13,  14,  16,  17,  21,  48,  49-56,  68,  81  and  89)  would  range  from  6  to  13  mph.  Winds 
at  14  of  the  1 7  locations  (#16.  21,  48-56,  68,  81,  and  89)  would  be  at  or  less  than  the  pedestrian-comfort 
criterion. 

Along  l  ehama  Street  between  Second  Street  and  First  Street,  wind  speeds  at  the  seven  measurement 
locations  (#7-10,  19,  58  and  59)  would  range  from  8  to  14  mph.  Winds  at  4  of  the  7  locations  (#7-9,  and  59) 
would  be  at  or  less  than  the  pedestrian-comfort  criterion. 

Along  Clementina  Street  between  Second  Street  and  First  Street  wind  speeds  at  the  three  measurement 
U)cations  (#31.  32  and  35)  would  range  from  9  to  1 1  mph.  Winds  at  all  3  locations  would  meet  the 
pedestrian-comfort  criterion. 

Along  Folsom  Strcci  between  Hawthorne  Street  and  Second  Street,  wind  speeds  at  the  five  measurement 
locations  (#33,  34  and  61-63)  would  range  from  7  to  14  mph.  Winds  at  4  of  the  5  locations  (#33,  34,  61  and 
62)  would  be  at  or  less  than  the  pedestrian-comfort  criterion. 

Projccl  Hazard  Conditions 

With  the  project  in  place,  the  Code's  wind  hazard  criterion  would  not  be  exceeded  at  any  pedestrian  location 
tested  in  tlie  \icinity  ol  the  project. 

Discussion 

Under  Section  148  of  the  Planning  Code,  new  buildings  and  additions  to  buildings  may  not  cause  ground- 
level  winds  to  exceed  the  w  ind  comfort  criteria  values  more  than  ten  percent  of  the  time  year  round  between 
7:00  a.m.  and  6:00  p.m.  11  e.xistmg  w  ind  speeds  exceed  the  comfort  level,  new  buildings  and  additions  must 
be  designed  to  reduce  ambient  wind  speeds  to  meet  the  requirements.  Section  148  also  establishes  a  hazard 
criterion,  w  hich.  as  adjusted,  is  a  36  mpii  hourly-a\  erage  equivalent  wind  speed  for  a  full  hour.  Buildings 
may  not  cause  w mds  thai  meet  or  exceed  tiiis  criterion. 

The  siting  of  a  large  structure  is  expected  to  changt  w  ind  flows,  speeding  up  the  wind  at  some  locations  and 
slowing  It  elsewhere  in  the  \  icinity.  l-.ven  a  moderate-si/e  structure  placed  on  this  site  can  be  expected  to 
result  in  changes  in  the  durations  of  criterion  exceedences  and  changes  in  the  locations  at  which  those 
criterion  exceedences  occur.  I  xperience  indicates  that  for  buildings  in  such  windy  areas  it  is  common  for 
new  buildings  to  eliminate  some  existing  exceedences  and  create  others. 
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[n  this  case,  10  pedestrian-comfort  criterion  exceedences  occur  under  the  existing  conditions.  In  net,  the 
Droject  in  the  existing  setting  would  add  2  pedestrian-comfort  criterion  exceedences  for  a  total  of  12 
Dedestrian-comfort  criterion  exceedences. 

Discussion 

jiven  the  existing  conditions  of  the  site  and  vicinity  and  the  magnitude  of  changes  in  wind  conditions  that 
^an  reasonably  be  expected,  it  may  not  be  possible  to  design  any  structure  that  fully  meets  the  goals  of  the 
oroject  and  which  would  fully  reduce  ambient  wind  speeds  to  meet  Section  148  comfort  criteria  at  all 
ocations  in  the  vicinity  of  the  site.  The  addition  of  street  trees  at  sidewalk  locations  at  the  project  site,  such 
jis  would  be  required  of  the  project  under  Code  Section  143,  can  serve  to  reduce  wind  comfort  criterion 
ixceedences.  It  cannot  be  assured,  however,  that  the  planting  of  large  street  trees  would  effectively  reduce 
vind  speeds  at  the  identified  exceedence  locations. 

The  project  would  not  add  any  new  wind  hazard  criterion  exceedences  in  the  project  vicinity  at  the  locations 
.ested. 


TEST  3  -  CUMULATIVE  WIND  IMPACTS 

Project  in  the  Cumulative  Setting 

The  project  in  the  cumulative  setting  scenario  consists  of  the  222  Second  Street  project  with  the  addition  of 
the  following  buildings  which  have  been  proposed  or  for  which  entitlements  have  been  obtained  for 
development  in  the  project  vicinity: 


Building 

Height 

201  Second  Street 

19  Stories 

One  Hawthorne  Street 

25  Stories 

Palace  Hotel  Tower 

685  feet 

50  First  Street 

1,100  feet 

Transit  Tower 

1,200  feet 

TJPA  (Howard  Street) 

800  feet 

535  Mission  Street 

380  feet 

555  Mission  Street 

500  feet 

509  Howard  (Foundry  Square) 

500  feet 

I'or  the  cumulative  scenario,  the  above-listed  buildings  were  added  to  the  project  and  existing  setting 
cenario  described  under  Test  2  (also  see  Figure  2). 

Cumulative  Comfort  Criterion  Conditions 

/ith  the  project  in  the  cumulative  scenario,  the  average  wind  speed  for  the  5 1  test  points  would  be  1 0  mph. 
jpresenting  a  decrease  of  0.1  mph  from  the  average  of  10.1  mph  under  existing  conditions.  Wind  speeds  in 
le  pedestrian  areas  would  range  from  6  to  15  mph.  The  project  under  cumulative  conditions  would  add  new 
Kceedences  of  the  pedestrian  comfort  criteria  at  four  existing  test  locations  (#10,  18,  21  and31 )  and  would 
iiminate  four  existing  pedestrian-comfort  criterion  exceedences  (#41,  66,  69  and  83).  Winds  at  four  of  the 
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six  locations  immediately  adjacent  to  the  project  would  be  in  excess  of  the  Planning  Code's  1 1  mph 
pedestrian-comfort  criterion  (#17-19,  21).  Overall,  wind  speeds  at  40  of  the  51  points  (#7,  8,  14,  16,  32-35, 
40-57,  59-62,  64-69,  81,  83,  87,  and  89)  would  be  at  or  less  than  the  Planning  Code's  pedestrian-comfort 
criterion  v  alue  of  1 1  mph.  See  Figure  1  and  Table  1 . 

With  the  project  in  the  cumulative  scenario,  as  compared  to  conditions  at  the  existing  locations,  wind  speeds 
would  increase  at  15  locations;  remain  unchanged  at  9  locations;  and  decrease  at  27  locations.  Wind  speeds 
of  14  mph  or  more  would  occur  at  3  of  the  51  test  locations.  The  highest  wind  speed  in  the  vicinity  (16  mph) 
would  occur  along  Second  Street  adjacent  to  the  project,  south  of  the  intersection  of  Howard  and  Second 
Streets  (#17). 

With  the  project  under  cumulative  conditions,  consequential  wind  speed  decreases  of  3  mph  would  occur  at 
7  locations  (#33,  34,  45,  46,  59,  74  and  83)  downwind  of  the  proposed  building,  at  the  intersections  of 
Folsom  and  Second  Streets,  Tehama  and  Second  Street,  and  Natoma  and  Second  as  well  as  upwind  at  the 
intersection  of  Natoma  and  New  Montgomery  near  the  140  New  Montgomery  Street  building.  Larger 
magnitude  wind  speed  increases  of  5  to  8  mph  would  occur  at  three  locations  (#17,  57  and  58)  immediately 
adjacent  to  the  project  at  the  comer  of  Howard  and  Second  Streets  and  in  the  pedestrian  passage  between 
Howard  and  Tehama  Streets  at  the  western  side  of  the  building.  Overall,  wind  speed  decreases  would 
eliminate  seven  existing  exceedences  (#33,  59,  41,  66,  68,  69  and  83),  while  increases  would  add  8  new 
exceedences  of  the  pedestrian  comfort  criterion  at  existing  locations. 

At  the  six  test  points  (#17-19,  21,  57  and  58)  immediately  surrounding  the  project  site,  wind  speeds  would 
range  from  10  to  16  mph.  Speeds  at  two  locations  (#16  and  57)  would  be  at  or  less  than  the  pedestrian 
comfort  criterion.  The  highest  wind  speed  among  these  sites  (16  mph)  would  occur  along  Second  Street 
adjacent  to  the  project,  south  of  the  intersection  of  Howard  and  Second  Streets  (#17).  This  would  be  an 
increase  of  6  mph  over  the  existing  wind  speed  at  this  location. 

Wind  speeds  would  range  from  6  mph  to  16  mph  at  the  twenty-nine  locations  (#9,  10,  13,  14,  16-19,  31-34, 
40-46,  59-61,  62,  64-67,  69  and  87)  along  Second  Street  between  Minna  and  Harrison  Streets.  The  highest 
wind  speeds  (14-16  mph)  would  occur  at  the  intersection  of  Tehama  and  Second  Street  and  immediately 
adjacent  to  the  project  at  and  slightly  south  of  the  intersection  of  Second  and  Howard  Streets  (#17).  Winds  at 
24  of  these  twenty-nine  locations  (#14,  16,  32-34,  40-47,  59-62,  64-67,  69  and  87)  would  be  at  or  less  than 
the  pedestrian-comfort  criterion. 

Along  New  Montgomery  Street  from  Natoma  Street  to  Howard  Street,  wind  speeds  at  the  four  measurement 
locations  (#48,  74,  81  and  83)  would  range  from  9  to  12  mph.  Winds  at  3  of  the  4  locations  (#48,  81  and  83) 
would  be  at  or  less  than  the  pedestrian-comfort  criterion. 

Along  Natoma  Street  between  New  Montgomery  Street  and  First  Street,  wind  speeds  at  the  seven 
measurement  locations,  (#44-47,  74,  83  and  87)  would  range  from  6  to  12  mph.  Winds  at  6  of  the  7  locations 
(#44,  45,  46,  47,  83  and  87)  would  be  at  or  less  than  the  pedestrian-comfort  criterion. 

Along  Howard  Street  between  Hawthorne  Street  and  First  Street,  wind  speeds  at  the  seventeen  measurement 
locations  (#13,  14,  16,  17,  21,  48,  49-56,  68,  81  and  89)  would  range  from  7  to  16  mph.  Winds  at  14  of  the 
17  locations  (#14,  16,48,49,  50,  51,  52,  53^,  54,  55,  56,  68,  81  and  89)  would  be  at  or  less  than  the 
pedestrian-comfort  criterion. 
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Along  Tehama  Street  between  Second  Street  and  First  Street,  wind  speeds  at  the  seven  measurement 
locations  (#7-10,  19,  58  and  59)  would  range  from  9  to  15  mph.  Winds  at  3  of  the  7  locations  (#7,  8  and  59) 
would  be  at  or  less  than  the  pedestrian-comfort  criterion. 

Along  Clementina  Street  between  Second  Street  and  First  Street  wind  speeds  at  the  three  measurement 
locations  (#31,  32  and  35)  would  range  from  8  to  12  mph.  Winds  at  2  of  the  3  locations  (#32  and  35)  would 
meet  the  pedestrian-comfort  criterion. 
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Along  Folsom  Street  between  Ha\^thome  Street  and  Second  Street,  w  ind  speeds  at  the  fi\  e  measurement 
locations  (#33,  34  and  61-63)  would  range  from  8  to  13  mph.  Winds  at  4  of  the  5  locations  (#33,  34,  61  and 
62)  would  be  at  or  less  than  the  pedestrian-comfort  criterion. 

Under  the  cumulative  scenario,  the  project  would  increase  the  existing  pedestrian-comfort  criterion 
exceedences  by  1,  for  a  net  total  of  1 1  pedestrian-comfort  criterion  exceedences. 

Cumulative  Hazard  Conditions 

With  the  project  in  the  cumulative  scenario,  the  Code's  wind  hazard  criterion  would  not  be  exceeded  at  any 
of  the  tested  pedestrian  locations  in  the  project  vicinity. 

IV.  SUMMARY 

General  Conditions  and  Comfort  Criteria 

Wind  conditions  in  the  general  vicinity  of  the  project  site  can  be  characterized  as  sheltered  to  moderately 
windy,  and  these  are  relatively  typical  of  conditions  in  the  vicinit}'  of  the  project  area.  The  average  wind 
speed  for  all  51  existing  setting  test  points  is  10.1  mph.  Wind  speeds  in  pedestrian  areas  range  from  6  to  15 
mph.  Wind  speeds  of  14  mph  or  more  occur  at  3  of  the  existing  setting  locations.  The  highest  wind  speed  in 
the  vicinity  (15  mph)  occurs  at  the  southeast  comer  of  the  26-story  building  at  140  New  Montgomen,-  Street, 
located  mid-block  between  Mission  and  Howard  Streets.  Fort\'-one  of  the  5 1  points  currenth'  are  at  or  less 
than  the  Planning  Code's  1 1  mph  pedestrian-comfort  criterion. 

With  the  project,  the  average  wind  speed  for  all  51  test  points  would  increase  to  10.2  mph.  Wind  speeds  in 
pedestrian  areas  would  range  from  6  to  15  mph.  Compared  to  existing  conditions,  wind  speeds  would 
increase  at  13  locations;  remain  unchanged  at  24  locations;  and  decrease  at  14  locations.  Wind  speeds  of  14 
mph  or  more  would  occur  at  4  of  the  total  51  pedestrian  locations.  The  highest  wind  speed  in  the  \  icinit\-  (15 
mph)  would  occur  at  the  northeast  comer  of  the  project,  at  the  intersection  of  Howard  and  Second  Streets. 

With  the  project  in  the  cumulative  scenario,  the  average  wind  speed  for  all  51  test  points  would  decrease  to 
10  mph.  Wind  speeds  in  pedestrian  areas  would  range  from  6  to  15  mph.  Compared  to  existing  conditions, 
wind  speeds  would  increase  at  15  locations;  remain  unchanged  at  9  locations;  and  decrease  at  27  locations. 
Wind  speeds  of  14  mph  or  more  would  occur  at  3  of  the  total  51  pedestrian  locations.  The  highest  wind 
speed  in  the  vicinity  (16  mph)  would  occur  along  Second  Street  adjacent  to  the  project,  south  of  the 
intersection  of  Howard  and  Second  Streets. 

The  project  in  the  cumulative  setting  would  add  four  new  exceedences  at  existing  test  locations,  and  would 
eliminate  four  existing  pedestrian-comfort  criterion  exceedences.  Overall,  wind  speeds  at  40  points  would  be 
at  or  less  than  the  Planning  Code's  pedestrian-comfort  criterion  \  alue  of  1 1  mph. 

Wind  Hazard  Conditions 

The  Code's  wind  hazard  criterion  of  36  mph  is  not  currently  exceeded  at  any  of  the  51  pedestrian  locations 
in  the  vicinity  of  the  project  site.  This  condition  would  continue  with  the  project  in  place  in  either  the 
existing  or  cumulative  setting. 
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225  Bush  Street  www.esassoc.com 

Suite  1 700 

San  Francisco,  CA  94104 
415.896.5900  phone 
415.896.0332  fax 


February  29,  2008 
Jessica  Range 

Major  Environmental  Analysis 
San  Francisco  Planning  Department 
1650  Mission  Street,  Suite  400 
San  Francisco,  CA  94103 


Subject:    Case  No.  2006.1 106E 

Wind  Evaluation  of  Revised  Project  Design, 
222  Second  Street 
ESA  206337 


Dear  Ms.  Range: 

This  letter  evaluates  the  potential  physical  effects  of  the  proposed  new  office  building  at  222  Second  Street  on  the 
pedestrian  wind  environment  in  the  vicinity.  The  project  site  is  Lot  63,  Assessor's  Block  3735,  which  is  on  the 
southwest  comer  of  the  intersection  of  Howard  and  Second  Streets  on  the  block  bounded  by  Howard,  Second, 
Folsom  and  Hawthorne  Streets  in  the  City  of  San  Francisco.  The  vacant  site  is  located  in  an  area  dominated  by 
mid-rise  structures  and  scattered  high-rise  towers.  The  project  applicant  proposes  to  construct  a  25-story,  350  foot 
office  building  on  a  parcel  currently  used  as  a  surface  parking  lot.  This  letter  compares  the  current  project  design 
with  that  of  a  25-story,  350  foot  office  building  (hereafter  referred  to  as  the  2007  design)  for  which  wind-tunnel 
testing  was  performed  on  July  18,  2007  and,  based  on  those  findings,  discusses  the  potential  wind  effects  of  the 
current  project  on  pedestrian  locations  in  the  project  vicinity. 

I.  Background 

San  Francisco  Planning  Code 

City  Planning  Code  Section  148,  Reduction  of  Ground-Level  Wind  Currents  in  C-3  (Downtown  Commercial) 
Districts  and  each  of  the  ordinances  regulating  Rincon  Hill,  Van  Ness  Avenue,  and  South  of  Market  areas  [Sec. 
148,  249.1(a)(3),  243(c)(8),  263. 11  (c)],  require  buildings  to  be  shaped  so  as  not  to  cause  ground-level  wind 
currents  to  exceed,  more  than  10%  of  the  time,  1 1  mph  in  substantial  pedestrian  use  areas,  and  7  mph  in  public 
seating  areas.  Similarly,  the  Code  requires  that  buildings  not  cause  equivalent  wind  speeds  to  reach  or  exceed  the 
hazard  level  of  26  mph  for  a  single  full  hour  of  the  year,  or  0.01 1416%  of  the  time.  The  wind  ordinance  comfort 
criteria  are  defined  in  terms  of  equivalent  wind  speed,  which  is  an  average  wind  speed  (mean  velocity),  adjusted 
to  include  the  level  of  gustiness  and  turbulence.  Thioughout  this  discussion,  references  to  "wind  speeds"  are  to 
equivalent  wind  speeds  exceeded  10%  of  the  time,  unless  otherwise  stated. 

The  proposed  project  site  is  located  within  a  C-3  district.  It  is  therefore  subject  to  Section  148,  which  provides 
criteria  used  to  evaluate  the  project's  environmental  impact.  For  the  purpose  of  determining  compliance  with 
Section  148  criteria,  buildings  with  a  height  of  more  than  100  feet  above  ground  usually  would  be  evaluated  by 
wind-tunnel  testing,  according  to  a  standard  wind  testing  protocol,  to  determine  whether  or  not  the  project  could 
contribute  to  existing  exceedances  of  Section  148  wind  criteria. 
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II.     Project  Description 

The  project  site,  222  Second  Street,  was  at  the  time  of  the  2007  design  test  and  is  currently  a  surface  parking  lot. 
The  site  occupies  the  southwest  comer  of  the  intersection  of  Howard  and  Second  Streets  on  the  block  bounded  by 
Howard,  Second,  Folsom  and  Hawthorne  Streets.  The  2007  design  consisted  of  an  irregularly  shaped,  eight-.sidcd 
polyhedron  in  plan  view  with  sheer  facades  (see  Figure  1).  The  project  sponsor  still  proposes  to  construct  a  25- 
story,  350-foot-high  building.  However,  the  proposed  project  would  have  a  rectangular  shape  incorporates  5-foot 
setbacks  at  regular  intervals  with  increasing  height  (see  Figure  2). 


Figure  1 .  2007  Design 


Heller  Manus,  Inc.,  February  2,  2007. 


Figure  2.  Proposed  Project 


Heller  Manus,  Inc.,  February  II,  2008. 


Topography  of  the  Site  and  General  Area 

The  project  vicinity  is  relatively  flat  and  level  northward  to  the  financial  district  and  rises  in  elevation  southward 
towards  Rincon  Hill,  which  begins  its  slope  upward  at  Howard  Street  and  rises  to  over  100  feet  in  elevation  less 
than  one-half  mile  from  the  project  site  to  the  southeast.' 


All  directions  used  in  this  memorandum  relate  to  true  north. 
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Existing  Buildings  in  the  Site  Vicinity 

More  important  than  the  topography,  the  buildings  that  lie  upwind  strongly  affect  the  speed  and  direction  of  major 
w  inds  that  would  otherwise  reach  the  project  site.  De\  elopment  in  the  immediate  vicinity  is  characterized  by  mid- 
rise  structures  and  scanered  high-rise  towers.  In  determining  wind  conditions,  the  more  important  high-rise 
buildings  in  the  area  include:  the  30-story  W  Hotel  and  the  12-story  Convention  Plaza  which  occupy  the  northern 
and  southern  comers  of  the  intersection  of  Howard  and  Third  Streets,  respectively;  the  24  story  "Pactel"  building 
on  New  Montgomery  Street:  and  the  26  story  101  Second  Street  building.  On  the  project  block  and  to  the  south, 
across  Tehama  Street,  stands  a  16-story  residential  tower  (at  246  Second  Street).  To  the  north  of  the  project  site, 
across  How  ard  Street,  is  a  six-story  building,  followed  by  several  mid-rise  buildings  as  one  approaches  the 
financial  district.  Along  Market  and  Mission  Streets,  a  number  of  tall  high-rise  buildings  form  a  substantial  barrier 
to  w  inds  from  the  northw  est  and  w  est-northwest. 


III.    Wind  Environment  and  Effects  of  Project 

Existing  Wind  Conditions 

A\  erage  wind  speeds  in  San  Francisco  are  the  highest  in  the  summer  and  lowest  in  winter.  However,  the  strongest 
peak  winds  occur  in  winter.  The  highest  a\  erage  wind  speeds  occur  in  the  mid  afternoon  and  the  lowest  in  the 
early  morning.  WesterK'  to  northwesterly  winds  are  the  most  frequent  and  strongest  winds  during  all  seasons.  Of 
the  16  primary  wind  directions,  four  have  the  greatest  frequency  of  occurrence  as  well  as  the  make  up  the  majority 
of  the  strong  winds:  these  are  the  northwest,  west-northwest,  west  and  west-southwest.  Given  the  local 
topography  and  existing  dex  elopment  in  the  vicinit\\  wind  conditions  at  the  project  site  can  be  characterized  as 
sheltered  to  moderately  windy,  and  these  are  relatively  typical  of  conditions  in  the  immediate  vicinity  of  the 
project  area. 

Prior  Wind  Testing  of  the  Project  Site 

Results  of  the  July  18.  2007  test  for  2007  design-  included  measurement  of  the  existing  conditions  at  the  site, 
wind  conditions  with  the  then-proposed  building  present,  and  measurements  of  the  wind  effects  of  the  building 
considering  future  dex  elopment  in  the  \  icinity .  Specifically,  the  cumulative  setting  scenario  consisted  of  the  2007 
design  with  the  addition  of  the  following  buildings  which  had  been  proposed  or  for  which  entitlements  have  been 
obtained  for  development  in  the  vicinity: 

Building  Height 

•  201  Second  Street  19  Stories 

•  One  Hawthorne  Street  25  Stories  (now  under  construction) 

•  Palace  Hotel  Tower  685  feet 

•  50  First  Street  1.100  feet 


^  ESA.  Fcbruan  2007.  Poicniial  H  ind  Conditions:  Proposed  222  Second  Street  Development.  Technical  Memorandum.  Currently  on  file 
\Mili  the  (  "ii>  of  San  Francisco  Planning  Department. 
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Transit  Tower 
TJPA  (Howard  Street) 
535  Mission  Street 
555  Mission  Street 


L200feet 
800  feet 

380  feet  (now  under  construction) 
500  feet  (now  under  construction) 


•    509  Howard  (Foundr>'  Square)   500  feet 

The  prior  wind-tunnel  test,  conducted  to  investigate  wind  effects  of  the  2007  design  under  then-existing  and 
cumulative  development  scenarios,  can  still  be  appUed  to  characterize  the  effect  of  the  proposed  de\  elopment  on 
winds  in  the  project  vicinity. 

Results  of  the  July  18.  2007  test  for  the  2007  design  indicated  that  it  would  increase  wind  speeds  at  13  locations 
and  reduce  wind  speeds  at  14  locations,  with  w  ind  speeds  of  14  mph  or  more  occurring  at  4  of  the  51  test 
locations.  The  highest  wind  speed  in  the  \  icinit\-  (15  mph)  would  occur  at  the  northeast  comer  of  the  project  at 
the  intersection  of  Howard  and  Second  Streets. 

The  2007  design  would  eliminate  four  e.x-isting  pedestrian-comfort  criterion  exceedences  -  one  at  Second  and 
Clementina  Streets,  one  at  Folsom  and  Second  Streets,  one  at  Hawthorne  and  Howard  Streets  and  one  at  Second 
and  Tehama  Streets.  The  2007  design  also  would  create  six  new  pedestrian-comfort  criterion  exceedences  at 
existing  locations  -  four  along  Second  Street  near  the  intersection  of  Second  and  Howard  Streets  and  one  on 
Tehama  Alley  at  the  southwest  comer  of  the  project  site.  A  total  of  39  of  the  51  test  points  would  meet  the 
Planning  Code's  pedestrian-comfort  criterion  of  1 1  mph. 

Expected  Wind  Effects  of  the  Revised  Project 

As  pre^'iously  mentioned,  the  size  and  scale  of  the  revised  project,  at  a  height  of  350  feet  abo\  e  the  street,  would 
not  be  taller  than  the  previously  tested  project.  Similarly,  the  nvo  buildings  are  of  comparable  bulk.  The  main 
difference  between  the  two  designs  is  in  terms  of  building  shape.  However,  both  designs  exhibit  features  that 
would  affect  winds  at  ground  le\  el.  The  2007  design  included  chamfered  edges  which  would  ha\  e  sen  ed  to 
facilitate  wind  flow  around  the  building  and  reduce  wind  effects  at  ground  le\  el.  The  re\  ised  project  design  would 
incorporate  5-foot  setbacks  at  regular  intervals  with  increasing  height.  As  a  result  of  these  features,  strong  winds 
that  reach  the  upper  portions  of  the  tower  and  are  then  redirected  down  the  face  of  the  building  would  encounter 
and  be  further  redirected  by  these  setbacks.  Consequenth ,  the  speed  of  such  winds  would  likeK  be  reduced  by  the 
time  they  reached  the  street  level. 

Given  that  both  designs  are  similar  in  height  and  bulk,  and  that  both  ha\e  features  that  should  mitigate  adverse 
increases  in  wind  speed  at  the  ground  level,  wind  speeds  in  the  project  vicinity  with  the  propvosed  project  in  place 
should  be  similar  to  those  measured  during  testing  for  the  2007  design.  Prior  testing  for  the  222  Second  Street 
project  re\"ealed  increased  wind  speeds  of  up  to  15  mph  at  locations  neighboring  the  project  site.  These  wind 
speeds  can  be  used  as  an  upper  threshold  for  assessing  potential  wind  conditions. 

Overall,  I  expect  that  wind  speeds  along  the  Howard,  Tehama  and  Second  Street  sidew  alks  immediateh  adjacent 
to  the  project  would  increase  shghtly,  as  demonstrated  in  the  2007  design  testing,  but  that  winds  would  continue 
to  meet  the  Planning  Code's  hazard  criterion  of  26  mph  for  a  single  hour  of  the  year  at  all  sidewalk  locations. 
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With  the  project  in  place,  the  average  wind  speed  for  future  sidewalk  locations  on  Howard,  Tehama  and  Second 
Streets  should  be  similar  to  those  for  the  2007  design,  in  the  range  of  7  to  15  mph. 

Planning  Code  Sec.  143  requires  planting  of  street  trees  in  C-3  zones  subsequent  to  new  construction,  including 
additions  of  gross  floor  area  equal  to  20%  or  more  of  the  gross  floor  area  of  an  existing  building.  The  addition  of 
street  trees,  which  would  provide  wind  calming  at  the  pedestrian  level  along  Howard  and  Second  Streets,  would 
tend  to  reduce  wind  speeds  at  sidewalk  locations. 

Furthermore,  there  is  no  reason  to  believe  that  the  project  would  cause  or  contribute  to  an  exceedance  of  the 
hazard  criterion  of  the  Planning  Code  on  the  public  sidewalks  in  the  vicinity. 


There  appear  to  be  no  adverse  effects  on  the  wind  environment  that  could  result  from  the  development  of  the 
proposed  222  Second  Street  project.  As  the  previous  study  for  a  similar  height  and  building  design  at  the  project 
site  has  demonstrated,  the  proposed  new  building  is  insufficient  to  generate  adverse  pedestrian-level  winds  given 
the  nature  of  the  built  environment  surrounding  the  proposed  development.  The  ability  of  this  project  to  have  an 
effect  on  the  wind  environment  is  therefore  minimal,  and  there  is  no  reason  to  conclude  that  modification  of  the 
design  of  the  project  would  improve  the  existing  windy  conditions  that  occur  in  the  vicinity. 

The  conclusions  of  this  evaluation  should  be  considered  to  be  definitive;  I  believe  that  further  wind-tunnel  testing 
of  this  project  is  unwarranted.  If  you  have  any  questions  about  this  evaluation,  please  feel  free  to  contact  me.  I  can 
be  reached  at  (415)  896-5900. 


IV.  Conclusions 


Sincerely, 


Charles  B.  Bennett 
Senior  Project  Manager 


Joshua  M.  Schnabel 
Senior  Associate 
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January  7,  2010 

Michael  Jacinto 
Major  Environmental  Analysis 
San  Francisco  Planning  Department 
1650  Mission  Street,  Suite  400 
San  Francisco,  C A  94103 


Subject:  Case  No.  2006.1 106E — Wind  Evaluation  of  Revised  Project  Design,  222  Second  Street  (ESA  206337) 
Dear  Michael: 

This  letter  evaluates  the  potential  physical  effects  of  the  proposed  new  office  building  at  222  Second  Street  on  the 
pedestrian  wind  environment  in  the  vicinity.  The  project  site  is  Lot  63,  Assessor's  Block  3735,  which  is  on  the 
southwest  comer  of  the  intersection  of  Howard  and  Second  Streets  on  the  block  bounded  by  Howard.  Second. 
Folsom  and  Hawthorne  Streets  in  the  City  of  San  Francisco.  The  vacant  site  is  located  in  an  area  dominated  by 
mid-rise  structures  and  includes  scattered  high-rise  towers.  The  project  applicant  proposes  to  construct  a  26-story. 
350  foot  office  building  on  a  parcel  currently  used  as  a  surface  parking  lot.  This  letter  compares  the  current 
project  design  (hereinafter  referred  to  as  the  Revised  Project)  with  that  of  a  25-story,  350  foot  office  building 
(hereafter  referred  to  as  the  2007  design)  for  which  wind-tunnel  testing  was  performed  on  July  18,  2007.  and. 
based  on  those  findings,  discusses  the  potential  wind  effects  of  the  current  project  on  pedestrian  locations  in  the 
project  vicinity.  (This  letter  supersedes  our  letter  of  February  29,  2008,  which  compared  an  earlier  revised  project 
design  to  the  2007  design.) 


I.  Background 

San  Francisco  Planning  Code 

City  Planning  Code  Section  148,  Reduction  of  Ground-Level  Wind  Currents  in  C-3  (Downtown  Commercial) 
Districts  and  each  of  the  ordinances  regulating  Rincon  Hill,  Van  Ness  Avenue,  and  South  of  Market  areas 
[Sec.  148,  249.1(a)(3),  243(c)(8),  263.1 1(c)],  require  buildings  to  be  shaped  so  as  not  to  cause  ground-level  wind 
currents  to  exceed,  more  than  10%  of  the  time,  1 1  mph  in  substantial  pedestrian  use  areas,  and  7  mph  in  public 
seating  areas.  Similarly,  the  Code  requires  that  buildings  not  cause  equivalent  wind  speeds  to  reach  or  exceed  the 
hazard  level  of  26  mph  for  a  single  ftiU  hour  of  the  year.  The  wind  ordinance  comfort  criteiia  are  defined  in  terms 
of  equivalent  wind  speed,  which  is  an  average  wind  speed  (mean  velocity),  adjusted  to  include  the  level  of 
gustiness  and  turbulence.  Throughout  this  discussion,  references  to  "wind  speeds"  are  to  equivalent  wind  speeds 
exceeded  10%  of  the  time,  unless  otherwise  stated. 


The  proposed  project  site  is  located  within  a  C-3  district.  It  is  therefore  subject  to  Section  148.  which  provides 
criteria  used  to  evaluate  the  project's  environmental  impact.  For  the  purpose  of  determining  compliance  with 
Section  148  criteria,  buildings  with  a  height  of  more  than  100  feet  above  ground  usually  would  be  e\  aluated  by 
wind-tunnel  testing,  according  to  a  standard  wind  testing  protocol,  to  determine  whether  or  not  the  project  could 
contribute  to  existing  exceedances  of  Section  148  wind  criteria. 
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II.  Project  Description 

The  project  site.  222  Second  Street,  was  at  the  time  of  the  2007  design  test  and  is  currently  a  surface  parking  lot. 
The  site  occupies  the  southwest  comer  of  the  intersection  of  Howard  and  Second  Streets  on  the  block  bounded  by 
Howard,  Second.  Folsom  and  Hawthorne  Streets.  The  2007  design  consisted  of  an  irregularly  shaped,  eight-sided 
polyhedron  in  plan  \  iew  with  sheer  facades  (see  Figure  1).  The  project  sponsor  still  proposes  to  construct  a 
350-foot-tall  building.  However,  the  proposed  project  would  have  a  rectangular  shape  would  incorporate  setbacks 
above  the  building  base  and  between  the  lower  and  upper  towers.  The  Revised  Project  design  would  be  rectilinear 
in  plan  but  w  ould  incorporate  setbacks  at  two  different  heights:  at  the  fifth  floor,  at  a  height  of  approximately  60 
feet  abo\  e  grade,  the  north  fac^ade  of  the  building  would  be  set  back  5  feet  from  Howard  Street  and  the  west 
facade  would  be  set  back  19.5  feet  from  the  westerly  property  line.  At  the  17th  story  (about  220  feet  above  grade), 
the  east  facade  would  be  set  back  24.5  feet  from  Second  Street,  and  the  south  facade  would  be  set  back  44.5  feet 
from  Tehama  Street.  In  addition,  the  fifth  floor  would  include  an  additional  5-foot  recess,  or  "reveal,"  on  all  four 
facades  (see  Figure  2). 


Hcllcr  Manus  Architects.  June  2007. 

Figure  1.  2007  Design 


'  '  -"  AMP? 


Heller  Manus  Architects.  December  2009. 


Figure  2.  Proposed  Project 
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Topography  of  the  Site  and  General  Area 

The  project  vicinity  is  relati\  ely  flat  and  le\  el  noiihw  ard  to  the  financial  district  and  rises  in  elevation  southward 
towards  Rincon  Hill,  which  begins  its  slope  upward  at  Howard  Street  and  rises  to  o\  er  100  feet  in  elevation  less 
than  one-half  mile  from  the  project  site  to  the  southeast.- 

Existing  Buildings  in  the  Site  Vicinity 

More  important  than  the  topograph}-,  the  buildings  that  lie  upwind  strongly  affect  the  speed  and  direction  of  major 
winds  that  would  otherwise  reach  the  project  site.  De\  elopment  in  the  immediate  \icinit\  is  characterized  b\'  mid- 
rise  structures  and  scattered  high-rise  towers.  In  determining  wind  conditions,  the  more  important  high-rise 
buildings  in  the  area  include:  the  30-stor\'  W  Hotel  and  the  12-stor>^  Convention  Plaza  which  occupy  the  northern 
and  southern  comers  of  the  intersection  of  Howard  and  Third  Streets.  respecti\  ely;  the  24  stop.'  former  Pacific 
Telephone  building  on  New  Montgomery-  Street:  and  the  26  stor>-  101  Second  Street  building.  On  the  project 
block  and  to  the  south,  across  Tehama  Street,  stands  a  16-stor\-  residential  tower  (at  246  Second  Street).  To  the 
north  of  the  project  site,  across  Howard  Street,  is  a  si.x-stor\-  building,  followed  b\-  se\  eral  mid-rise  buildings  as 
one  approaches  the  financial  district.  Along  Market  and  Mission  Streets,  a  number  of  tall  high-rise  buildings  form 
a  substantial  barrier  to  \\-inds  from  the  northwest  and  w  est-northw  est. 


III.    Wind  Environment  and  Effects  of  Project 

Existing  Wind  Conditions 

Average  -wind  speeds  in  San  Francisco  are  the  highest  in  the  summer  and  low-est  in  w  inter.  How  ex  er.  the  strongest 
peak  w  inds  occur  in  winter.  The  highest  a\-erage  w  ind  speeds  occur  in  the  mid  afternoon  and  the  lowest  in  the 
early  mommg.  Westerly  to  northw  esterly  w  mds  are  the  most  frequent  and  strongest  winds  during  all  seasons.  Of 
the  16  primary'  wind  directions,  four  have  the  greatest  frequency  of  occurrence  as  well  as  the  make  up  the  majority 
of  the  strong  winds;  these  are  the  north  west,  west-northwest,  west  and  west-southwest.  Gixen  the  local 
topography  and  existing  de\  elopment  in  the  %-icinir\-.  wind  conditions  at  the  project  site  can  be  characterized  as 
sheltered  to  moderately  w  indy,  and  these  are  relativeh  ty  pical  of  conditions  in  the  immediate  \  icinity-  of  the 
project  site. 

Prior  Wind  Testing  of  the  Project  Site 

Results  of  the  July  18,  2007,  test  for  2007  design-  included  measurement  of  the  existing  conditions  at  the  site, 
wind  conditions  w  ith  the  then-proposed  building  present,  and  measurements  of  the  wind  effects  of  the  building 
considering  future  development  in  the  vicinity-.  Specifically,  the  cumulative  setting  scenario  consisted  of  the  2007 
design  w  ith  the  addition  of  the  follow  ing  buildings  w  hich  had  been  proposed  or  for  which  entitlements  ha\  e  been 
obtained  for  development  in  the  \icinity: 


All  directions  used  in  this  memorandum  relate  to  true  north. 

ESA.  Februar>-  2007.  Potential  Wind  Conditions;  Proposed  222  Second  Street  Development.  Technical  Memorandum.  This  report  is  on 
file  and  available  for  review  at  the  Planning  Department  1650  Mission  Street  Suite  400.  in  Case  File  No.  2006.1 106E. 


TT^O  4  Community 
Hiio'/V  Development 


Michael  Jacinto 
January  7,  2010 
Page  4 


Building 

•  20 1  Second  Street 

•  One  Hawthorne  Street 

•  Palace  Hotel  Tower 

•  50  First  Street 

•  Transit  Tower 

•  TJPA  (Howard  Street) 

•  535  Mission  Street 

•  555  Mission  Street 


Height 
19  Stories 

25  Stories  (now  nearing  completion) 


685  feet 
1,100  feet 
1,200  feet 
800  feet 
380  feet 
500  feet 


•    509  Howard  (Foundry  Square)   500  feet 

The  prior  wind-tunnel  test,  conducted  to  investigate  wind  effects  of  the  2007  design  under  then-existing  and 
cumulative  development  scenarios,  can  still  be  applied  to  characterize  the  effect  of  the  proposed  development  on 
winds  in  the  project  vicinity. 

Results  of  the  July  18,  2007,  test  for  the  2007  design  indicated  that  it  would  increase  wind  speeds  at  13  locations 
and  reduce  wind  speeds  at  14  locations,  with  wind  speeds  of  14  mph  or  more  occurring  at  4  of  the  51  test 
locations.  The  highest  wind  speed  in  the  vicinity  (15  mph)  would  occur  at  the  northeast  comer  of  the  project,  at 
the  intersection  of  Howard  and  Second  Streets. 

The  2007  design  would  eliminate  four  existing  pedestrian-comfort  criterion  exceedances  -  one  at  Second  and 
Clementina  Streets,  one  at  Folsom  and  Second  Streets,  one  at  Hawthorne  and  Howard  Streets  and  one  at  Second 
and  Tehama  Streets.  The  2007  design  also  would  create  six  new  pedestrian-comfort  criterion  exceedances  at 
existing  locations  -  four  along  Second  Street  near  the  intersection  of  Second  and  Howard  Streets  and  one  on 
Tehama  Alley  at  the  southwest  comer  of  the  project  site.  A  total  of  39  of  the  51  test  points  would  meet  the 
Planning  Code's  pedestrian-comfort  criterion  of  1 1  mph. 

Expected  Wind  Effects  of  the  Revised  Project 

As  previously  mentioned,  the  size  and  scale  of  the  Revised  Project,  at  a  height  of  350  feet  above  the  street,  would 
not  be  taller  than  the  previously  tested  project.  Similarly,  the  two  buildings  are  of  comparable  bulk.  The  main 
difference  between  the  two  designs  is  in  terms  of  building  shape.  However,  both  designs  exhibit  features  that 
would  affect  winds  at  ground  level.  The  2007  design  included  chamfered  edges  which  would  have  served  to 
facilitate  wind  flow  around  the  building  and  reduce  wind  effects  at  ground  level.  The  Revised  Project  design 
would  be  rectilinear  in  shape  but  would  incorporate  setbacks  at  two  different  heights:  at  the  fifth  floor,  at  a  height 
of  approximately  60  feet  above  grade,  the  north  facade  of  the  building  would  be  set  back  5  feet  from  Howard 
Street  and  the  west  fafade  would  be  set  back  19.5  feet  from  the  westerly  property  line.  At  the  17th  story  (about 
220  feet  above  grade),  the  east  fa9ade  would  be  set  back  24.5  feet  from  Second  Street,  and  the  south  fafade  would 
be  set  back  44.5  feet  from  Tehama  Street.  Ih  addition,  the  fifth  floor  would  include  an  additional  5-foot  recess,  or 
"reveal,"  on  all  four  facades.  As  a  result  of  these  features,  strong  winds  that  reach  the  upper  portions  of  the  tower 
and  are  then  redirected  down  the  face  of  the  building  would  encounter  and  be  slowed  by  these  setbacks. 
Consequently,  the  speed  of  such  winds  would  likely  be  reduced  by  the  time  they  reached  the  street  level. 
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Given  that  both  designs  are  similar  in  height  and  bulk,  and  that  both  have  features  that  should  mitigate  adverse 
increases  in  wind  speed  at  the  ground  level,  wind  speeds  in  the  project  vicinity  with  the  proposed  project  in  place 
should  be  similar  to  those  measured  during  testing  for  the  2007  design.  Prior  testing  for  the  222  Second  Street 
project  revealed  increased  wind  speeds  of  up  to  15  mph  at  locations  neighboring  the  project  site.  These  wind 
speeds  can  be  used  as  an  upper  threshold  for  assessing  potential  wind  conditions. 

Overall,  I  expect  that  wind  speeds  along  the  Howard,  Tehama  and  Second  Street  sidewalks  immediately  adjacent 
to  the  project  would  increase  slightly,  similar  to  the  increases  measured  in  the  2007  design  testing,  but  that  w  inds 
would  continue  to  meet  the  Planning  Code's  hazard  criterion  of  26  mph  for  a  single  hour  of  the  year  at  all 
sidewalk  locations.  With  the  project  in  place,  the  average  wind  speed  for  future  sidewalk  locations  on  Howard, 
Tehama  and  Second  Streets  should  be  similar  to  those  for  the  2007  design,  in  the  range  of  7  to  15  mph. 

Planning  Code  Sec.  143  requires  planting  of  street  trees  in  C-3  zones  subsequent  to  new  construction,  including 
additions  of  gross  floor  area  equal  to  20%  or  more  of  the  gross  floor  area  of  an  existing  building.  The  addition  of 
street  trees,  which  would  provide  wind  calming  at  the  pedestrian  level  along  Howard  and  Second  Streets,  would 
tend  to  reduce  wind  speeds  at  sidewalk  locations. 

Furthermore,  there  is  no  reason  to  believe  that  the  project  would  cause  or  contribute  to  an  exceedance  of  the 
hazard  criterion  of  the  Planning  Code  on  the  public  sidewalks  in  the  vicinity. 


There  appear  to  be  no  adverse  effects  on  the  wind  environment  that  could  result  from  the  development  of  the 
proposed  222  Second  Street  project.  As  the  previous  study  for  a  similar  height  and  building  design  at  the  project 
site  has  demonstrated,  the  proposed  new  building  appears  insufficient  to  generate  hazardous  pedestrian-le\  cl 
winds  given  the  nature  of  the  built  environment  surrounding  the  proposed  development.  The  ability  of  this  project 
to  have  an  effect  on  the  wind  environment  is  relatively  modest,  and  there  is  no  reason  to  conclude  that 
modification  of  the  design  of  the  project  would  improve  the  existing  windy  conditions  that  occur  in  the  \  icinity. 

The  conclusions  of  this  evaluation  should  be  considered  to  be  definitive;  I  believe  that  further  wind-tunnel  testing 
of  this  project  is  unwarranted.  If  you  have  any  questions  about  this  evaluation,  please  feel  free  to  contact  nic.  1  can 
be  reached  at  (415)  896-5900. 


IV.  Conclusions 


Sincerely, 


Charles  B.  Bennett 
Senior  Managing  Associate 
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